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ABSTRACT
GETTING THE MESSAGE ACROSS: FLEXITARIANS AS MESSENGERS FOR
MEAT’S CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS
February 2021
JOEL GINN, B.A., OBERLIN COLLEGE
M.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Brian Lickel
Meat consumption has been a prominent part of humanity’s dietary culture, particularly
in modern, Western developed nations. However, recent research has shown that
collectively reducing our consumption of animal products can have major benefits for
mitigating our environmental footprint. Despite a consensus among climate scientists on
its potential impact, the public does not recognize the effectiveness of this behavioral
shift. Recent efforts to address this have created movements and organizations that focus
on reduction of meat consumption (e.g. flexitarianism, reducetarianism, Meatless
Mondays), rather than elimination of meat consumption (e.g. vegetarianism, veganism)
with the intent of creating a more acceptable message, from a less stigmatized group,
thereby reaching more people and resulting in greater change. However, the relative
impact of these messages has not been compared in previous work. The present research
investigates the perceptions of these messages and messengers to assess if there are
differences in how people respond to these messages and change their intentions. Study 1
examined interpersonal communication, testing the difference between a message of
giving up meat, coming from a vegetarian, and a message of reducing meat consumption,
from a reducetarian. Study 2 extended Study 1, replicating the study while adding a third
condition to further differentiate the effects of message and messenger using a reduction
iii

focused article from a vegetarian. Study 3 extended the previous studies to
communication from NGOs with explicit goals as reducetarian or vegetarian. Across all
studies, we find that people are more willing to share messages from a reducetarian
perspective than a vegetarian one, people agree with that message more, and indicate that
they are closer to reducing up meat consumption after reading that article.
Keywords: meat, climate change, reducetarian, vegetarian
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Meat consumption, while an important part of humanity’s dietary culture, presents
many social issues including monumental environmental impacts. Reducing humanity’s
collective meat consumption could be highly impactful in mitigating our environmental
footprint (Tilman & Clark, 2014; Wynes & Nicholas, 2017). However, many people are
resistant to changing their dietary patterns. This may be due to a knowledge gap
surrounding meat’s climate impacts (de Boer et al., 2016; Tobler et al., 2011) and some
have suggested that education may shift this behavior (Skamp et al., 2013). The
resistance to changing dietary behavior may also be rooted in personal attachment to
meat consumption (Graça et al., 2015). Those who are attached to meat consumption
(like eating meat, feel they can’t give it up, feel that it’s necessary), are less willing to
change their behavior, but may also be less receptive to information about meat’s
environmental impact (Ginn & Lickel, 2020). One issue that has not been fully explored
in the psychological literature of meat consumption, however, is the effect of negative
judgements of those who deliver these messages. Many who speak out against meat
consumption are those who have already given up the practice (e.g. vegetarians and
vegans). Previous work has shown that vegetarians are seen as a moral, even by meat
eaters (Kurz et al., 2020; Minson & Monin, 2012; Ruby & Heine, 2011) but are
stereotyped and judged by the meat-eating majority (Cramwinckel et al., 2013; Minson &
Monin, 2012). A group with similar ideals that is less judged may be more appealing to
meat-eaters and may be more effective messengers about the impacts of meat
consumption: occasional or inconsistent vegetarians (also known as flexitarian,
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reducetarian, etc.). This thesis tests the hypothesis that informational messages from
people or organizations advocating for reducing, but not necessarily eliminating, meat
consumption may be more accepted by meat-eaters than messages from those who are
stricter in their diets and goals.

1.1 Meat’s Misunderstood Environmental Impacts
Reducing meat consumption is one of the most impactful changes someone can
make to mitigate their carbon footprint (Wynes & Nicholas, 2017). Looking at emissions
alone, a meat-based diet produces ~50% more greenhouse gas emissions than vegetarian
diets and twice as many greenhouse gas emissions as vegan diets of equivalent caloric
value due to inefficiencies of raising feed-crop for animal consumption and methane from
ruminant digestion (Scarborough et al., 2014; Steinfeld et al., 2006). Though estimates of
emissions may vary (both from study to study as well as by country), for the average
person, eating an entirely plant based diet is more impactful than switching to a hybrid
car and several times more impactful than recycling, upgrading lightbulbs, or changing
laundry habits (Wynes & Nicholas, 2017). Currently, food production systems account
for 20-25% of human greenhouse gas emissions, with animal production accounting for a
large portion of that footprint (Stehfest et al., 2009; Tilman & Clark, 2014). Given trends
of population growth and rising income, there is an expected 80% increase in diet related
emissions by 2050; however, a shift toward more plant-based diets could result in a 3055% reduction of food production related greenhouse gas emissions, as well as other
substantial environmental benefits such as restoration of cropland and carbon uptake
(Stehfest et al., 2009; Tilman & Clark, 2014).

2

Despite the clear evidence of its significant impact on people’s carbon footprints,
people do not generally see meat consumption as a major contributor to climate change
and report that either there is no connection between meat and emissions or that efforts
are best focused elsewhere (Macdiarmid et al., 2016). Research on the perceived
effectiveness of different climate change mitigation strategies has found that people rank
meat reduction as largely ineffective compared to other strategies; a finding that has been
replicated cross-nationally in the UK, Australia, the Netherlands, the US, and Denmark
(de Boer et al., 2016; Ginn & Lickel, 2020; Heerwagen et al., 2014; Skamp et al., 2013).
For example, in one study, less than one-fifth of participants reported that they thought
meat reduction was an effective strategy, whereas over half of the participants reported
that using less electricity and using public transport were effective ways to live more
sustainably (Skamp et al., 2013).
One method for motivating change among meat-eaters may be to provide them
with further information about the negative effects of meat consumption. Some scholars
have suggested that, due to the lack of knowledge of meat’s environmental impacts, an
educational intervention may be an effective strategy for changing behavior (Skamp et
al., 2013). One piece of evidence that may support education’s importance in this
behavior change process is the gap that exists in informational provision on meat’s
impacts. A recent study of science textbooks and governmental recommendations for
individual actions to mitigate climate change found that these resources overemphasized
less effective strategies (such as conserving energy and recycling) without ever
mentioning eating a plant based diet (Wynes & Nicholas, 2017). Given the gap in
perceived effectiveness of meat reduction and the gap in educational materials, providing
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the public with accurate information may shift behavioral intentions. However, the
provision of information must be done carefully, as previous attempts at message-based
interventions to shift meat consumption have shown that only some are receptive to these
messages (Allen & Baines, 2002; Arndt, 2016; Klöckner & Ofstad, 2017).

1.2 Challenges of Message-Based Interventions
While researchers have not extensively tested the effectiveness of providing
information about meat’s environmental impact, there have been studies examining
intentions to reduce meat consumption after providing feedback about meat’s other
impacts and associations. For example, previous work has connected personal meat
consumption to Social Dominance Orientation (SDO; Allen & Baines, 2002). SDO is a
personality characteristic, measuring a general preference that some groups in society
should be above others in a social hierarchy, as opposed to egalitarianism (Ho et al.,
2012; Pratto et al., 1994). This study found that people who were higher in SDO also ate
more meat. Another study showed the results of this previous work to participants,
explaining the link between SDO and meat consumption to them. This resulted in lower
intentions to eat meat among those who did not value SDO, suggesting that competing
values may push people to reduce their meat consumption (Allen & Baines, 2002).
However, other studies providing tailored information based on an individual’s
behaviors, values, or self-schemas have found mixed results (Arndt, 2016; Klöckner &
Ofstad, 2017). While it is still unclear how effective information provision may be, it is
important to understand what aspects of messages about meat affect its reception from
meat-eaters.
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One factor that may limit the acceptance of any messaging campaign may be a
tendency for meat eaters to distance themselves from the issues associated with meat
consumption and minimize their impacts. For example, many believe that meat
consumption provides essential nutrition and other health benefits. While meat does
provide some health benefits, these can be achieved in other ways as well. Despite its
potential benefits, meat has been linked to other negative health outcomes (Godfray et al.,
2018). The potential negative health outcomes from the consumption of meat are
overlooked though and many meat-eaters still endorse the idea that meat is a necessary
part of our diet, that people need meat to survive, and that their bodies wouldn’t be as fit
without meat (Graça et al., 2015; Piazza et al., 2015). Additionally, those who study the
motivations of those who continue to eat meat have found that people engage in “moral
distancing strategies:” distancing themselves from the moral issues of eating meat by
dissociating meat from animals and denying that animals have emotions, intelligence, or
feel pain (Kunst & Hohle, 2016; Loughnan et al., 2014). Five studies by Kunst and Hohle
(2016) found that meat-eaters were less willing to eat meat when it was presented as
unprocessed (closer to resembling a living thing), when a pig had its head still attached
after being roasted (compared to having the head removed), when living animals were
depicted in menus, when animals were described as “killed” or “slaughtered” (as opposed
to “harvested”), and when the items were described as pig or cow (as opposed to pork or
beef). In all 5 studies, willingness to consume meat was mediated by dissociation from
these animals by either denying the thing they are eating had a mind, emotions, or that the
thing they are eating had lived at all. These findings give evidence that, on some level,
meat-eaters feel some connection between their dietary choices and moral sense of self
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but utilize dissociation strategies to distance themselves from the issue. This may be a
form of motivated reasoning, with people justifying their choices and desires for meat
consumption by discounting evidence that goes against their behavior.
Previous work we conducted (Ginn & Lickel, 2020) suggests that this process
may be happening for meat reduction’s perceived environmental benefits as well. In a
replication of previous studies that have shown that meat reduction is seen as largely
ineffective at mitigating a person’s environmental footprint (de Boer et al., 2016; Skamp
et al., 2013), two studies were conducted using a brief intercept survey on a college
campus and a longer survey using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). In each study
perceived effectiveness of meat reduction as a climate change mitigation strategy as well
as the perceived effectiveness of other individual change environmental strategies (e.g.
“showering less”, “driving less”, “eating organically”) and people’s intentions to engage
in each of these strategies were measured. As in previous studies, meat reduction was
rated less effective than more conventionally accepted, but less effective, strategies.
However, participants also reported their environmental concern and either their
identification as a ‘meat-eater’ (both studies) or their meat attachment (Graça et al.,
2015). We found that meat attachment (or meat-eater identification) and environmental
concern simultaneously predicted a participant’s perceived effectiveness of meat
consumption, as well as their intentions to reduce their meat consumption. Those who
were more concerned about their environmental impact thought it was more effective and
were more willing to reduce their meat consumption, while those who were highly
attached to meat consumption thought it was less effective and were less willing to
reduce their meat consumption. We also found that perceived effectiveness partially
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mediated the relationship between perceived effectiveness and intentions to reduce meat
consumption, suggesting that people are using a ‘logical’ process to decide whether to
reduce their meat consumption, but their judgements of effectiveness are biased in favor
of their prior motivations and are not based in factual knowledge.
However, it wasn’t just perceptions of effectiveness that were predicted by prior
motivations. In the campus intercept study, participants were randomly assigned to read
one of three messages about reducing their carbon footprint by making an individual
change: reducing meat consumption, reducing fuel use, or making changes in general.
We found that, while the general acceptance of the three messages did not differ by
message type, moderation analyses showed that there were motivated responses as a
result of message type, environmental concern, and meat-eater identification. Meat-eater
identification predicted negative responses to the message about meat’s impact. However,
those who were concerned about their environmental impact did not show a pattern of
negative responses as a factor of meat-eater identification, and instead accepted that
message as they had accepted the other messages. These findings show that, similar to the
processes that meat-eaters engage in to distance themselves from the health and moral
issues of meat consumption, the low perceived effectiveness of meat consumption may
be a result of motivated reasoning to disbelieve its impact and discredit any information
that may challenge that judgement. Messages that attempt to change meat consumption
by providing information about environmental impacts may benefit from drawing on
people’s internal concern for the environment but should avoid challenging their identity
as meat-eaters. One challenge to that strategy may lie in a perceived judgement from
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anyone who attempts to provide this information: those who already reduce their meat
consumption for moral or environmental reasons.

1.3 Judgement from Moral Messengers
While previous studies have focused largely on the effects of message content and
framing, no studies to date have studied the effects of the messenger on acceptance of
meat-based messages. Research on persuasion has found that characteristics of the
messenger can affect how the message is received. For example, previous work
supporting the Intergroup Sensitivity Effect has shown that even if a message is of high
quality, if it is delivered by someone who is seen as an outgroup member, it may be
rejected (Esposo et al., 2013). However, certain qualities of the messenger such as
expertise, attractiveness, and similarity may influence a message’s reception (Wilson &
Sherrell, 1993). While this is not unique to messages about meat, it may be critical to any
message’s success as many messages about meat reduction may come from those who
have already given up meat, who are often stigmatized in modern Western society and
are thus seen as less attractive to those receiving the messages.
Vegetarians have historically been stigmatized by different groups. The Roman
Catholic Church declared vegetarians as heretics during the inquisition and a similar
persecution happened in 12th century China (Kellman, 2000). In more recent times,
attitudes towards vegetarians may have been improved with some groups having more
positive attitudes towards them (Chin et al., 2002) but findings are mixed with some
reporting explicit anti-vegetarian attitudes (Earle & Hodson, 2017). Beyond these
attitudes, vegetarians are stereotyped in the US, and are often the joke of bumper stickers
and comic strips, claiming that vegetarians are misguided, foolish, or weak. In line with
8

this cultural phenomenon, research by Monin and Norton (2003) found that while
vegetarians are rated positively (e.g. warm, good) they are also rated relatively low in
potency (e.g. small, weak). Vegetarians are also often rated by meat-eaters as less
masculine while being rated more highly in virtue (Ruby & Heine, 2011). This type of
prejudice is reminiscent of benevolent sexism, where members of a group (i.e. men,
meat-eaters) hold multiple stereotypes about an outgroup (i.e. women, vegetarians), that
don’t necessarily result in negative attitudes towards them, but further distance those in
the outgroup (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Another instance of this type of stereotyping can be
seen by complementary stereotyping, where individuals will justify their place in society
through the use of positive and negative stereotyping to make low status individuals
higher in another dimension (i.e. poor but happy) and those in high status positions as
lower in that same dimension (i.e. rich but unhappy; Cichocka, Winiewski, Bilewicz,
Bukowski, & Jost, 2015; Jost & Kay, 2005; Kay, Czapliński, & Jost, 2009; Kay & Jost,
2003). This stereotyping and derogation may be a method through which people defend
their self-image when confronted with someone they perceive as moral and that may
judge their own morality.
While people may feel they are moral for a variety of reasons, vegetarians, as
cited above, are seen as more moral by meat-eaters on average (Minson & Monin, 2012;
Monin, 2007; Ruby & Heine, 2011). One reason for why they are seen as more moral
may be due to a perception that vegetarians act more often in line with their morals and
display them publicly. Meat-eaters, when confronted by vegetarians, are more motivated
to justify meat eating, say they eat less meat and endorse the necessity of eating meat (all
dissonance reduction strategies) when those vegetarians freely choose their behavior and
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are consistent in their behavior compared to forced or inconsistent vegetarians
(Rothgerber, 2014). However, another reason may be that meat eaters feel that
vegetarians are doing the morally right thing. Many vegetarians shifted to a meat free diet
out of moral concern for animal welfare (Beardsworth & Keil, 1991) and while meat
eaters may have not changed behaviorally they still cite meat consumption as a moral
concern, albeit at a much lower frequency (Lea & Worsley, 2003).
Given that omnivores recognize a moral concern with meat consumption,
confronting a meat-eater with someone who has given up meat may serve as a threat
through social comparison. Recent work from Minson and Monin (2012) gives some
evidence to this idea of moral comparison. They found that meat-eaters think that
vegetarians will rate them as immoral, compared to where they rate their own morality.
Additionally, when meat-eaters thought vegetarians would rate them as immoral, they
generated more negative stereotypes through free word associations, such as weak,
annoying, and conformists. They also found that, when meat-eaters rated what they
thought the moral reproach of vegetarians would be (how much they thought another
vegetarian would judge them), they endorsed more negative stereotypes than when they
did not predict this moral reproach. Extending these findings, Rothgerber (2014) found
that the more meat-eaters expected moral reproach from vegetarians, the (marginally)
more they reported negative emotions and when they were exposed to these potential
moral judgements they reported significantly more negative emotions and reported lower
levels of human-animal similarity than when not confronted with this anticipated
reproach. Stemming from this work, researchers can see that vegetarians are a somewhat
stigmatized group and that some of this stigma may be the result of perceived moral
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judgement. This can have potential downstream consequences for any meat reduction
movement as outgroup member (meat-eaters) may feel pressure to dissociate from that
group.
Derogating a moral minority group and dissociating from it is not a process that
applies exclusively to vegetarians. Work by Bashir and colleagues (Bashir et al., 2013)
has found that both feminists and environmentalists are stereotyped in different ways, but
outgroup members readily associate these negative stereotypes to ‘typical’ members of
those groups. These negative stereotypes, such as militant, eccentric, and unhygienic,
predicted participants’ unwillingness to be associated with those groups and act on behalf
of those groups. This connection between stereotypes and willingness to associate is
particularly relevant to vegetarians though, as it is a social movement not focused on
shifting power from a majority to a repressed minority group but is a movement
dedicated to converting majority group members to adopting their identity and cause
(Wright, 2009). Examining the findings of the work by Bashir, however, not all feminists
and environmentalists were judged equally, only those who were ‘typical’ of the
stereotyped group members. Those who were ‘atypical’ and didn’t exhibit the traits one
might associate with a militant activist, weren’t judged as harshly (Bashir et al., 2013).
These results echo previous findings that meat-eaters feel more judged by consistent
vegetarians than inconsistent or forced vegetarians (Rothgerber, 2014). This may mean
that vegetarians and vegans who push for meat reduction at large, may not be the most
effective messengers for this information.
However, it is becoming more common in Western societies that people will
consciously reduce their meat consumption, but not abstain from it entirely. Many do not
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attach a name to this as an identity they hold, though researchers have named these
individuals occasional vegetarians or conflicted vegetarians. However, others identify
with a variety of social identities such as flexitarian and reducetarian. While there is a
diversity in how this group of people refer to themselves, and are referred to by others,
they are in a position that may be highly influential towards meat-eaters. While it is not
yet fully explored, those who reduce their meat consumption but still occasionally eat
meat may be seen as less of a threat and more similar to meat-eaters and may act as an
achievable goal to those who believe they cannot give up meat entirely. Because of these
factors, this group of people may act as effective messengers for the impacts of meat,
providing a message that meat-eaters may be more receptive to.

1.4 Hypothesis and Current Research
This thesis will attempt to address multiple issues presented in the scholarly work
around meat-consumption attitudes, perceptions of vegetarians, and the differences
between vegetarians and people who reduce their meat consumption. While an abundance
of scholarly work has examined intentions to consume meat, few studies have examined
how meat-eaters respond to messages about the reduction of meat consumption,
particularly regarding its environmental impacts. This work aims to assess how meateaters respond to these messages and judge those who wrote them. Additionally, little
work has been done to understand the differences in perceptions of strict vegetarians and
those who avoid, but not abstain from, meat consumption. The following studies
attempted to examine how meat-eaters think about similar individuals with these different
dietary patterns and how they felt they would be judged by those individuals.
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Study 1 compared participant responses to a reduction focused message from an
author who reduced, but did not eliminate, meat consumption or a message focused on
the elimination of meat consumption that came from a vegetarian. These two conditions
were compared to a control condition where participants did not read any message.
Study 2 expanded on the design of Study 1 by adding a condition in which
participants read the reduction-focused message provided by a vegetarian author. This
allowed us to differentiate the effects of messenger and message.
Study 3 aimed to replicate the findings of Studies 1 and 2 while expanding into
another avenue of communication: NGOs. Study 3 had an identical design to Study 2, but
rather than have an individual author, participants were told the messages were part of a
messaging campaign by one of two NGOs. This allowed us to examine if the effects of
the previous studies expand past interpersonal communication to other avenues of
communication.
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CHAPTER 2
STUDY 1

2.1 Methods
2.1.1 Participants and procedure
507 participants were recruited through MTurk to complete a “study exploring the
way in which people respond to and process messages about their daily actions.” Each
participant was told that they would read a brief article and be asked about their response
to it after consenting to the study, that it would take no more than 30 minutes, and that
they would be paid $1 for their participation in the study. Participants were mostly
women (n = 318) and white (n = 367) with a median age of 33.
Each participant, after consenting to participate in the study, was randomly
assigned to one of three conditions. In the first condition, the ‘vegetarian’ condition (n =
161), participants read a short bio about the author of a short essay they would then read.
In this bio, the author stated that “I love to cook for people and show them what you can
make without relying on meat. I’ve been vegetarian for about 2 years now”. After reading
the author’s bio, participants read an essay about “Why we should stop eating meat”,
which had sections about health, environmental, and ethical impacts of meat consumption
(see Appendix A for all Study 1 manipulation materials). After reading the essay
participants were asked to answer questionnaires about meat attachment; concern over
the environment, health, and animal welfare; judgements of the message; and judgements
of the author. The second condition, ‘reducetarian’ (n = 161), followed the same
procedure. However, in this condition, the author stated “I love to cook…relying on
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meat” as in the previous condition, but also said “though I still eat chicken and eggs from
time to time. I’ve been consciously eating less meat for about 2 years now” without
giving a label or dietary identity for himself. Additionally, the essay participants read was
identical in information, but instead stated that we should eat less meat, as opposed to
giving up meat entirely. Those in the last condition acted as a control group (n = 185).
They were told they would read an article after completing the measures. However, they
did not read any article and simply completed the measures of interest. These participants
act as a baseline comparison group for the non-message or author related measures.

2.1.2 Materials 1
Participants in the vegetarian and reducetarian conditions completed the following
measures after reading the manipulation materials. Those in the control condition did not
complete the measures of message agreement, message sharing, or author trust, expertise,
or judgement (for full scales, see Appendix B).

2.1.2.1 Meat attachment
To assess personal attachment to meat consumption, participants completed the
Meat Attachment Questionnaire (MAQ; Graça et al., 2015). This 16-item questionnaire
measures a person’s general affective attachment to meat consumption. Participants
respond on a 7-point Likert scale from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” for how

Participants also completed measures of their emotions after reading the article, how
much they believed the article, how much they thought it applied to their everyday life, if
they wanted to read other related articles, moral judgements of themselves and the author,
concern about aspects of their food, and typical diet. All measures are reported in
Appendix B.
1

15

much they agree with different statements. The MAQ has 4 subscales: Affinity (e.g. “I
feel bad when I think of eating meat” reverse coded), Hedonism (e.g. “I love meals with
meat”), Entitlement (e.g. “Eating meat is a natural and undisputable practice”), and
Dependence (e.g. “If I couldn’t eat meat I would feel weak”).
These four subscales can be analyzed separately but can be averaged into the
larger construct of ‘meat attachment’2. These 16 items formed a reliable composite (α =
.94, M = 4.55, SD = 1.32).

2.1.2.2 Environmental, health, and animal concern
Participants indicated how much they agreed with 3 statements measuring
environmental concern using the same 1-7 Likert agreement scale as above. These three
statements (“The issue of climate change is important to me personally”, “It is important
for me to reduce my climate footprint and live sustainably”, and “It's my duty to protect
the environment”) measured how much a person felt that the issue of climate change was
personally relevant. These 3 items, adapted from work by de Boer and colleagues (2016)
and used as an ad hoc measure in previous work (Ginn & Lickel, 2020), formed a reliable
composite and were averaged for a single measure of environmental concern (α = .86, M
= 5.36, SD = 1.27).
Adapted from the questions measuring environmental concern, participants were
also asked 3 questions assessing health concern (“It's my responsibility to take care of my

Testing for differences by condition, using a one-way ANOVA, we found that there was
a difference in the ‘Affinity’ subscale of MAQ by condition (F (2, 453) = 3.65, p = .027).
Those in the vegetarian condition (M = 4.94, SD = 1.50) reported lower affinity than
those in either the reducetarian (M = 5.10, SD = 1.49) or control conditions (M = 5.38, SD
= 1.34, ps > .05). The analyses presented here still use the overall composite of MAQ.
2
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body”, “It's important that I keep my body fit and healthy”, “My personal health is
important to me”) and 3 questions assessing concern for animal welfare (“It's our
responsibility to make sure the animals we care for are treated well”, “It's important to
me that animals are treated with respect and are kept happy”, “Animal welfare is very
important to me”). Both health concern (α = .85, M = 6.23, SD = 0.86) and animal
concern (α = .89, M = 5.96, SD = 1.05) formed reliable composites.

2.1.2.3 Message agreement
The participant’s general agreement with the content of the message was
measured by 3 items, using the same 7-point Likert agreement scale (e.g. “How much do
you agree with this article?”). These 3 items formed a reliable composite measure of
message agreement (α = .96, M = 5.05, SD = 1.55).

2.1.2.4 Message sharing
We were also interested in if there was a difference in willingness to share the
articles, either through personal networks or by approving it for publication (following
the cover task that people were reading an article before it was to be published).
Participants rated how likely they were to approve the article for publication, share it on
social media, or talk about the article with friends and family on a 1-7 scale, with high
scores indicating that they were more likely to share the article (α = .82, M = 4.69, SD =
1.59).
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2.1.2.5 Author trust, expertise, and judgement
Participants rated the article’s author on two dimensions using scales from Gupta
(2015): trustworthiness and expertise. The perceived trustworthiness of the author was
measured with five semantic differential items, rating the author from 1-7 on dimensions
such as dishonest/honest and unreliable/reliable, with higher scores indicating more trust
(α = .95, M = 5.48, SD = 1.34).
Author expertise was measured by asking the participant “How much do you feel
that the author is (qualified, knowledgeable, an expert on the subject)”. Participants
responded on a 1-7 scale with high scores indicating that they perceived the author as
being more of an expert on the subject (α = .91, M = 4.97, SD = 1.39).
Participants were also asked 2 questions about how they imagined the author of
the article might judge them (“If I spoke with [the author] about the contents of this
article, I feel he might judge me”, “If I were eating with [the author], I feel he might
judge me”). Participants responded using the same 7-point Likert agreement scale from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. These two items were highly correlated (r = .81, p <
.001) and were averaged into a single measure of anticipated judgement from the author
(M = 4.34, SD = 1.67).

2.1.2.6 Meat reduction stage
Adapted from the transtheoretical model of behavior change, participants were
asked about where they were in the process of reducing their meat consumption. To do
this, participants were asked “which of these statements best describes you?” and selected
from 6 statements, indicating where they were in the process of behavior change. Lower
scores indicated that the participant was earlier in the process of behavior change (e.g.
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precontemplation “I am satisfied with the level of my meat consumption at the moment
and see no need to change it.”) while higher scores indicated that participants were
thinking about or engaging in behavior change to reduce their meat consumption (e.g. “I
know how I can reduce my meat consumption, but I have not put it into practice” or “I
have reduced my meat consumption in the last few months”). (M = 2.55, SD = 1.59).

2.1.2.7 Demographics
Participants reported their gender, race, age, level of education, and political
identity/ideology.

2.2 Results
Table 1 shows the bivariate correlations between all variables in this study.
For this study, the effect of condition on the main outcomes was analyzed through
multiple regression. Meat attachment, environmental concern, health concern, and animal
concern were entered as covariates. In all regression analyses, the interaction of meat
attachment and condition were tested. However, there were no significant interactions, so
the effects of a multiple regression with no interaction terms are presented.
In all analyses predicting outcomes related to message or author judgements, only
the vegetarian and reducetarian conditions were compared, as the control condition did
not respond to any article or author. For these analyses, condition was entered as a
dummy-code (0 = vegetarian, 1 = reducetarian).
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2.2.1 Message agreement and sharing
There were no significant differences between the vegetarian and reducetarian
conditions on overall agreement with the message (see Table 2 for full regression results).
Message agreement was significantly predicted by meat attachment (b = -0.60, SE = 0.05,
p < .001), environmental concern (b = 0.35, SE = 0.06, p < .001), and animal concern (b
= 0.18, SE = 0.07, p = .007). Those who were less attached to meat consumption, those
who reported more concern for the environment, and those who reported greater concern
for animal welfare were more accepting of the message overall, controlling for the effects
of condition and health concern.
There was a significant effect of condition on message sharing intentions though.
Participants were more willing to share the reducetarian message (M = 4.89, SD = 1.49),
compared to the vegetarian message (M = 4.50, SD = 1.67; b = 0.35, SE = 0.14, p = .015).
As with message agreement, there were significant effects of meat attachment (b = -0.38,
SE = 0.06, p < .001), environmental concern (b = 0.36, SE = 0.07, p < .001), and animal
concern (b = 0.25, SE = 0.08, p = .002) as well.

2.2.2 Author judgements
Meat attachment (b = -0.22, SE = 0.05, p < .001), environmental concern
(marginal; b = 0.13, SE = 0.07, p = .051), and animal concern (b = 0.29, SE = 0.08, p <
.001) all significantly predicted perceived author trust. As with trust, meat attachment (b
= -0.31, SE = 0.06, p < .001), environmental concern (b = 0.17, SE = 0.07, p = .013), and
animal concern (b = 0.25, SE = 0.08, p = .002) all predicted author expertise. Those who
were less attached to meat and more concerned about the environment and animal
welfare reported greater trust and perceived expertise of the author, regardless of
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condition. There was no effect of condition on author trust. However, there was a
marginal effect of condition on author expertise (b = 0.26, SE = 0.14, p = .060), with the
vegetarian author rated as less of an expert (M = 4.84, SD = 1.46) than the reducetarian
author (M = 5.12, SD = 1.29).
Participants also felt that they’d be judged less by the reducetarian author (M =
4.18, SD = 1.70) than the vegetarian author (M = 4.51, SD = 1.62; b = -0.37, SE = 0.16, p
= .024). In addition to the effect of condition, those who were more attached to meat
consumption (b = 0.64, SE = 0.67, p < .001), and those who were less concerned about
their health (marginal; b = -0.20, SE = 0.12, p = .090) felt they’d be judged more by
either author.

2.2.3 Stage of behavioral change
For analysis of this measure, an ordinal regression was used in place of a linear
multiple regression. There was a significant effect of condition on where people reported
they were in reducing their meat consumption. There was no difference between those
who read no article (M = 2.47, SD = 1.80) and those who read the vegetarian article (M =
2.91, SD = 1.73). There was also no significant difference between the vegetarian and
reducetarian conditions (M = 3.03, SD = 1.70). However, there was a significant
comparison between the control and reducetarian conditions (b = 0.43, SE = 0.22, p =
.046). Those who read the reducetarian article reported being in higher stages in the
transtheoretical model of behavior change, closer to reducing their meat consumption.
Meat attachment was negatively related to stages of change (b = -1.18, SE = 0.09, p <
.001) and environmental concern was positively related to stages of change (b = 0.33, SE
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= 0.10, p = .001), but neither health (b = 0.04, SE = 0.13, p = .76) or animal welfare
concern (b = -0.03, SE = 0.11, p = .80) were significant predictors.

2.3 Discussion
Study 1 examined the differences between a reduction focused messenger/
message and a strictly vegetarian messenger/ message. We found that, though there were
no differences between conditions on overall message agreement, participants were more
willing to share the reduction focused message with friends and family. Additionally,
though both authors were judged to be similar in trust and expertise, with one marginal
difference, participants felt they’d be more judged by the vegetarian author than the
reducetarian author. Finally, though there was a significant effect of condition on our
measure of behavior change, it isn’t clear if reading any message changes one’s
behavioral state or intentions, or if there’s something unique about the reduction focused
message in comparison to the vegetarian message.
These findings, overall, point to the potential benefit of the reducetarian
message/messenger as that message might be spread further through interpersonal
communication, without a reduction in message agreement or judgement of the author’s
expertise on the subject. However, these effects were small and difficult to detect with the
sample size in Study 1. Additionally, by the study’s design we were not able to compare
the effect of message and messenger as separate effects. Study 2 was designed to increase
power, replicate these effects, and examine the effect of messenger as separate from the
effect of message.
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CHAPTER 3
STUDY 2
The purpose of Study 2 was to replicate the findings of Study 1 with a larger
sample and to extend the findings in two ways. First, Study 1 had a confounded design
where we were unable to test the effect of messenger as separate from message type. As
such, Study 2 added a ‘mixed’ condition, where the vegetarian author provides the
reducetarian message, allowing us to test if the messenger’s identity has an impact on
how the message is received. Second, Study 1 found an effect on message sharing that we
wished to replicate and extend with potential process measures to explain the effect.
Thus, Study 2 included additional measures to attempt to understand why people were
more willing to share the reduction focused message compared to the vegetarian
message.

3.1 Methods
3.1.1 Participants and procedure
Using a similar procedure to Study 1, 943 participants were recruited through
MTurk. Each participant was told that they would read a brief author bio and an article
and be asked about their response to it after consenting to the study, that it would take no
more than 30 minutes, and they would be paid $1 for their participation in the study. As
in Study 1, participants were mostly women (n = 551) and white (n = 673) with a median
age of 32.
As in Study 1, each participant, was randomly assigned to one of three conditions.
Two conditions were identical to Study 1: the ‘vegetarian’ (n = 308) and ‘reducetarian’ (n
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= 317) conditions. Participants read an identical bio and article from Study 1 for each of
these conditions. The third condition was a ‘mixed’ condition (n = 318), where
participants read the reduction focused message but were told it came from the vegetarian
author (see Appendix C for all manipulation materials). This condition was meant to a)
separate and test the effect of messenger from the effect of the message and b) present a
scenario that might occur in a real world setting (a vegetarian arguing for reduction in
meat consumption, as opposed to a flexitarian arguing that one should give up meat
entirely).
Additionally, in Study 1 participants completed most measures after they had read
the article. This was done so that participants wouldn’t be primed to any particular
hypotheses or demand characteristic of the study. However, this design made it
impossible to test for the effect of reading an article on our covariates and led to potential
issues when testing for moderation (Montgomery et al., 2018). To test for the effects of
reading the article on covariates, this study was counterbalanced, with half of the
participants reading the article and responding to it and the author first (n = 477) and the
other half completing our other measures (e.g. meat attachment questionnaire) before
reading the article (n = 466).

3.1.2 Materials
All measures reported in Study 1 were included in Study 2. There were no
changes to the wording of the questions. Reliability (Cronbach’s α), mean, standard
deviation, and bivariate correlations between items are reported in Table 4. Items that
were added to the study are detailed below. For all scales, see Appendix D.
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3.1.2.1 Beliefs about other’s reactions
To further explore why people may be more willing to share the reducetarian,
compared to the vegetarian article, we included several measures from a study on
people’s reactions to messages about climate change risk (Chapman, 2016). All items
were measured using 7-point Likert scales.
First, 2 items asked about how they thought this message may influence others.
One item asked if they thought it would change others’ concern or behavior: “When
thinking about people you know, do you think this specific message would increase or
decrease their concern and behavior around meat consumption?” from “Greatly decrease”
to “Greatly increase”. The other item asked if they thought others might share the
message as well “Do you think this message would motivate other people you know to
also share this message?” from “Greatly decrease motivation” to “Greatly increase
motivation”.
Participants also rated how they thought people they knew would judge them for
sharing the article (all assessed from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”): “I am
concerned that others might make assumptions about the type of person I am if I shared
this message” and “I am concerned that others may try to start an argument/debate with
me if I shared this article”. Finally, participants answered questions about if they believed
that sharing the message would make others view them differently. Specifically, they
were asked “If I share this message, those in my social network/social circle will view me
as…” with separate questions for “being overly political”, “exaggerating the issue”, or
“well informed about the issue” (all assessed from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly
agree”).
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Though these items all attempt to understand people’s beliefs about how others
might react to sharing the message, items were not averaged into composites and instead
analyzed separately as they constitute unique reactions. Items means, standard deviations,
and correlations are reported in Table 5.

3.2 Results
As in Study 1, the effect of condition on the main outcomes was analyzed through
multiple regression. Meat attachment, environmental concern, health concern, and animal
concern were entered as covariates. In all regression analyses, the interaction of meat
attachment and condition were tested. However, there were no significant interactions, so
only effects from the regression without interaction effects are presented.

3.2.1 Message agreement and sharing
As in Study 1, meat attachment (b = -0.67, SE = 0.03, p < .001) and
environmental concern (b = 0.32, SE = 0.03, p < .001) predicted message agreement.
Both meat attachment (b = -0.47, SE = 0.03, p < .001) and environmental concern (b =
0.28, SE = 0.04, p < .001) also predicted willingness to share the message with others
(see Table 6 for full regression results). Additionally, those who were more concerned
with their health were more willing to share the message with others (b = 0.11, SE = 0.05,
p = .036).
There were significant differences by condition for both message acceptance and
message sharing. Participants in the reducetarian condition (M = 4.99, SD = 1.47) were
more accepting of the message than those in the vegetarian condition (M = 4.73, SD =
1.53; b = 0.23, SE = 0.08, p = .006), though neither differed from the mixed condition (M
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= 4.95, SD = 1.49). Replicating Study 1, participants reported that they were more willing
to share the article in the reducetarian condition (M = 4.76, SD = 1.41), compared the
vegetarian condition (M = 4.50, SD = 1.42; b = 0.24, SE = 0.10, p = .011). The mixed
condition (M = 4.74, SD = 1.51) did not differ from the reducetarian condition but was
marginally more likely to be shared compared to the vegetarian condition (b = 0.17, SE =
0.10, p = .085).

3.2.2 Author judgements
There were no differences between the three conditions on either author trust or
author expertise. Meat attachment was negatively related to both ratings of trust (b = 0.19, SE = 0.03, p < .001) and expertise (b = -0.20, SE = 0.03, p < .001) while
environmental concern was positively related to both trust (b = 0.14, SE = 0.03, p < .001)
and expertise (b = 0.17, SE = 0.04, p < .001). Both health (b = 0.11, SE = 0.05, p = .016)
and animal concern (b = 0.12, SE = 0.04, p = .005) predicted greater perceived author
trust, though neither related to author expertise.
Replicating the finding of anticipated judgement from the author from Study 1,
people felt they would be judged more by the vegetarian author (M = 4.72, SD = 1.55),
than the reducetarian author (M = 4.24, SD = 1.66; b = 0.47, SE = 0.11, p < .001).
Extending this finding, we find that the vegetarian author giving the reduction message
(mixed condition; M = 4.48, SD = 1.60) did not differ in rating of anticipated judgment
from the vegetarian condition but was significantly higher in anticipated judgment
compared to the reducetarian author (b = 0.32, SE = 0.11, p = .004; see Table 7 for full
regression results).
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3.2.3 Beliefs about other’s reactions
There were no effects of condition for most beliefs participants might hold about
other’s reactions (see Table 8 for full results). However, there were significant
comparisons between the mixed and vegetarian conditions for the questions “Do you
think this message would motivate other people you know to also share this message?”
(marginal; b = 0.16, SE = 0.09, p = .063) and “I am concerned that others may try to start
an argument/debate with me if I shared this article” (b = -0.31, SE = 0.14, p = .028).
Those in the mixed condition felt others would be more likely to share the message (M =
4.94, SD = 1.13) than those in the vegetarian condition (M = 4.75, SD =1.18) and the
mixed condition felt others would be less likely to argue with them (M = 4.00, SD =1.91)
than those who read the vegetarian article (M = 4.33, SD = 1.72). There were no
significant effects comparing the reducetarian condition to either of the other conditions
for these questions.
Meat attachment was related to all beliefs (ps < .009). Those high in meat
attachment thought the message wouldn’t motivate others to share the message, it would
decrease their concern and behavior around meat consumption, and it would make others
view them as less informed about the issue. They also thought that if they shared the
message it would make others view them as exaggerating the issue, that they were being
overly political, they’d make assumption about the type of person they are, and would be
more likely to start an argument with them.
Those high in environmental concern thought others would be more motivated to
share the message as well (b = 0.18, SE = 0.03, p < .001), that the article would increase
their concern and behavior around meat consumption (b = 0.19, SE = 0.03, p < .001), and
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sharing it would make others view them as well informed about the issue (b = 0.22, SE =
0.04, p < .001).
Concern for personal health was positively related to beliefs that others would
share the message as well (b = 0.11, SE = 0.05, p = .019), and negatively related to
beliefs that others would make assumptions about the type of person they are (b = -0.32,
SE = 0.08, p < .001), start an argument (b = -0.18, SE = 0.08, p = .024), view them as
overly political (b = -0.18, SE = 0.08, p = 0.19), or exaggerating the issue (b = -0.18, SE
= 0.07, p = .013) if they shared the article.

3.2.4 Stage of behavioral change
As in Study 1, this outcome was tested using ordinal regression. In this study,
those in the vegetarian condition reported being lower on the stages of behavioral change
(M = 2.55, SD = 1.64) than those in the reducetarian condition (M = 2.82, SD = 1.64; b =
0.34, SE = 0.15, p = .027). Those in the mixed condition (M = 2.86, SD = 1.68) did not
differ from either the vegetarian (b = 0.24, SE = 0.16, p = .13) or reducetarian conditions
(b = 0.10, SE = 0.15, p = .51)3. Those who were more attached to meat (b = -1.12, SE =
0.06, p = .000), those who were more concerned for the environment (b = 0.20, SE =
0.07, p = .003), and those who were more concerned for animal welfare (marginal; b =
0.15, SE = 0.08, p = .069) reported being further along in the stages of behavioral change.

When analyzed using linear multiple regression, the comparison between the mixed and
vegetarian conditions was marginally significant, with those in the mixed condition
reporting being in further stages of behavioral change.
3

29

3.3 Discussion
Study 2 replicated the finding from Study 1 that people were more willing to
share the reduction focused message than the vegetarian message. Extending this finding,
we also see that people are (marginally) more willing to share the reduction focused
message when it comes from a vegetarian author compared to a vegetarian message. This
gives some evidence that, for interpersonal communication, it matters more what the
author is saying than who they are. However, those who were in the mixed condition also
felt they’d be judged more by that author (who is vegetarian) compared to the same
message given by a reduction focused non-vegetarian. So, though the message may be
shared more, judgements of the authors based on their identities remains consistent. As in
Study 1, there were no clear effects of condition on author trust or expertise.
Additionally, the added measures on beliefs of other’s reactions did not differ by
condition. So, though we find the same effect that people are more willing to share the
reducetarian message from the reducetarian author, we have no evidence to suggest why
this is.
Two additional findings from this study showed effects of condition that were not
present in Study 1. In Study 1, there was not a significant effect of condition on overall
message agreement. However, in Study 2 we find that people agreed with the reduction
focused message more than the vegetarian message. Additionally, in Study 1, there was
not a significant difference between the vegetarian and reducetarian conditions on stages
of behavioral change. However, in this study we found a significant difference between
those who read the reducetarian message from the reducetarian author and those in the
vegetarian condition. This difference in findings may be due to an increase in sample
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size. We aimed to replicate these effects from Study 2 in Study 3 and extend the findings
to a new communication type.
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CHAPTER 4
STUDY 3
Study 3 was meant to directly replicate Study 2 in design. However, Study 3 had
an additional aim to examine these effects in a different application. Though many people
may hear about reasons to reduce meat consumption from other people though
interpersonal communication with friends, family, or strangers, there are many
campaigns and organizations focused on these issues as well. Study 3 aimed to replicate
the findings of Studies 1 and 2 utilizing the format of an informational campaign from
NGOs rather than interpersonal communication.

4.1 Method
4.1.1 Participants and procedure
927 participants were recruited for Study 3 from MTurk. This study replicated
Study 2’s design with three conditions: ‘Vegetarian’ (n = 306), ‘Reducetarian’ (n = 309),
and ‘Mixed’ (n = 312). As with Study 2, the study was counter balanced with half of the
participants completing a series of questionnaires before reading the article (n = 474), and
half reading the articles first n = 453). Participants were more balanced by gender, though
still a majority were women (n = 512). Participants were also still mostly white (n = 627)
with a median age of 31 (M = 33.96, SD = 10.85)
In this study, the articles remained the same. However, instead of reading a
biography of an individual person who wrote the article, participants were told the article
was made for an information campaign by an NGO and were asked to read a brief
description of the NGO and the article. Participants read a brief description of either the
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“Reducetarian Foundation” or the “Vegetarian Society” (see Appendix E). These
descriptions were adapted from the webpage of the Reducetarian Foundation to give the
participants some information about the organization they were going to read a message
from.

4.1.2 Materials
The materials for this study were largely identical to Study 2. However, some
items related to judgements of the author were altered to be applicable to an NGO rather
than a person. Additionally, the questions of anticipated judgement from the author were
removed, as they are less applicable to an organization. Any changes to questions are
noted below. Reliability (Cronbach’s α), mean, standard deviation, and bivariate
correlations between predictors and message, author, and stages of change outcomes are
reported in Table 9 and in Table 10 for beliefs about other’s reactions. For full scales, see
Appendix F.

4.1.2.1 Author trust and expertise
In the previous studies, participants rated several qualities assessing trust and
expertise by asking “Please rate the author on each of the following” and “How much do
you feel that the author is…”. In this study, these statements were changed to read
“Please rate the NGO on each of the following” and “How much do you feel that the
NGO is…”. Participants still responded on the same scales (e.g. Dishonest/Honest). The
only change to this study was the change in the question from ‘author’ to ‘NGO’.
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4.1.2.2 Message sharing
Studies 1 and 2 had the cover story that participants were reading the message and
evaluating whether they would approve the article for publication or not. In Study 3,
participants were told the NGO was considering using this article for an information
campaign. To match the cover story, one item assessing message sharing likelihood from
the previous studies (“How willing would you be to approve this article for publication”)
was changed to “How willing would you be to approve this article for the information
campaign?”. The item was measured on the same Likert scale and demonstrated adequate
reliability with the other items in this composite.

4.2 Results
All presented analyses were analyzed through multiple regression with condition
entered as a series of dummy-coded variables. Meat attachment, environmental concern,
health concern, and animal concern were entered as covariates. In all regression analyses,
the interaction of meat attachment and condition were tested. However, there were no
significant interactions, so only main effects are presented.

4.2.1 Message agreement and sharing
There was a significant effect of condition on message agreement (see Table 11
for full regression results). Those in the reducetarian condition reported greater message
agreement (M = 4.87, SD = 1.62) than those in the vegetarian condition (M = 4.64, SD =
1.54; b = 0.32, SE = 0.09, p = .001). The mixed condition (M = 4.71, SD = 1.58) did not
differ from the reducetarian condition but was significantly more agreeable than the
vegetarian condition (b = 0.23, SE = 0.09, p =.012). Meat attachment was positively
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related to message agreement (b = -0.70, SE = 0.03, p < .001), while both environmental
concern (b = 0.30, SE = 0.04, p < .001), and health concern (b = 0.15, SE = 0.05, p =
.006) were positively related to message agreement.
There was an effect of condition on message sharing. Participants were more
willing to share the reducetarian condition article (M = 4.65, SD = 1.64) compared to
vegetarian condition article (M = 4.50, SD = 1.58; b = 0.22, SE = 0.10, p = .026). The
mixed condition article (M = 4.38, SD = 1.55) was also marginally less likely to be shared
than the reducetarian condition article (b = 0,19, SE = 0.10, p = .052), but it didn’t differ
from the vegetarian condition. As with message agreement, message sharing was
negatively predicted by meat attachment (b = -0.62, SE = 0.04, p < .001), and positively
predicted by both environmental concern (b = 0.30, SE = 0.04, p < .001) and health
concern (b = 0.15, SE = 0.06, p = .011).

4.2.2 Author judgements
Unlike in previous studies, there were significant effects of condition on both
perceived trust and expertise by condition. The organization in the reducetarian condition
was rated as more trustworthy (M = 5.44, SD = 1.34) than the organization in the
vegetarian condition (M = 5.21, SD = 1.33; b = 0.24, SE = 0.09, p = .010) and was rated
more of an expert (M = 5.31, SD = 1.32) than the vegetarian organization (M = 5.07, SD
= 1.35; b = 0.25, SE = 0.10, p = .008). The mixed condition was rated as marginally more
trustworthy (M = 5.30, SD = 1.31) than the vegetarian condition (b = 0.17, SE = 0.09, p =
.07) but did not differ from the trustworthiness of the reducetarian condition. Finally, the
mixed condition did not differ from either condition in its rating of perceived expertise
(M = 5.13, SD = 1.34; see Table 12 for regression results).
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Meat attachment was negatively related to both trust (b = -0.31, SE = 0.03, p
<.001) and expertise (b = -0.28, SE = 0.03, p < .001). Environmental concern positively
predicted both trust (b = 0.22, SE = 0.04, p < .001) and expertise ratings (b = 0.28, SE =
0.04, p < .001). Concern for personal health also predicted trust (b = 0.23, SE = 0.05, p <
.001) and expertise (b = 0.23, SE = 0.06, p < .001). Concern for animal welfare was only
positively related to ratings of trust though (b = 0.10, SE = 0.04, p = .029).

4.2.3 Beliefs about other’s reactions
There were significant effects of condition in predicting the belief that sharing the
message would motivate others to share the message as well. Those in the reducetarian
condition (M = 5.03, SD = 1.21) thought others would be more likely to share the
message than those in either the vegetarian condition (M = 4.80, SD = 1.32; b = 0.24, SE
= 0.09, p = .008) or the mixed condition (M = 4.80, SD = 1.34; b = 0.19, SE = 0.09, p =
.043). There was no significant difference between the mixed and vegetarian conditions.
There was also a marginal comparison between the reducetarian (M = 4.36, SD = 1.84)
and vegetarian (M = 4.08, SD = 1.79) conditions in the belief that if they shared the
article others may start an argument or debate with them (b = 0.26, SE = 0.15, p = .082).
Neither condition differed significantly from the mixed condition (M = 4.28, SD = 1.86).
There were no other significant effects of condition on any other beliefs about other’s
reactions.
Meat attachment was related to the beliefs that sharing it would not motivate
others to share it (b = -0.30, SE = 0.03, p < .001), it would decrease their concern and
behavior around meat consumption (b = -0.16, SE = 0.03, p < .001), it would make it
seem that they were not well informed about the issue (b = -0.27, SE = 0.04, p < .001), it
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would make them be seen as exaggerating the issue (b = 0.17, SE = 0.05, p < .001), and
others would (marginally) make assumptions about the type of person they are (b = 0.09,
SE = 0.05, p = .092) and try to argue with them (b = 0.09, SE = 0.05, p = .087).
Environmental concern was positively related to beliefs that the message would
also motivate others to share it (b = 0.26, SE = 0.04, p < .001), it would increase concern
and behavior (b = 0.19, SE = 0.03, p < .001), it would make others view them as more
informed (b = 0.17, SE = 0.04, p < .001), but it would also make others more likely to
start an argument with them (b = 0.15, SE = 0.06, p = .008).
Animal welfare concern was positively related to beliefs that the message would
increase concern and behavior around meat consumption in others (b = 0.11, SE = 0.04, p
= .014) and negatively related to concern that it would make others make assumptions
about the type of person they are (b = -0.17, SE = 0.09, p = .044). Similarly, health
concern was negatively related to concerns that sharing the message would make others
make assumptions about the type of person they are (b = -0.15, SE = 0.07, p = .031).

4.2.4 Stage of behavioral change
As in Studies 1 and 2, the stage of behavioral change was analyzed using ordinal
regression. There was a significant effect of condition on where participants reported
being in the stages of behavioral change. Those who were in the reducetarian condition
(M = 2.86, SD = 1.66) reported that they were further along the track to reducing meat
consumption than either the mixed condition (M = 2.51, SD = 1.64; b = 0.38, SE = 0.16, p
= .016) or vegetarian condition (M = 2.63, SD = 1.68;b = 0.47, SE = 0.16, p = .003)
which did not differ from each other (b = 0.09, SE = 0.16, p = .56).
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Meat attachment was related to being in a lower stage of change (b = -1.11, SE =
0.07, p < .001), while environmental concern (b = 0.19, SE = 0.06, p = .004) and health
concern (b = 0.25, SE = 0.09, p = .009) were related to being in a high stage of change.

4.3. Discussion
Study 3 replicated many effects from Studies 1 and 2. Participants who read the
reducetarian article report being at a further stage of behavior change, are more willing to
share it, and rate greater agreement with it compared to the vegetarian condition.
However, as in previous studies, we find that we largely see no differences in beliefs
about how others would react to sharing the message. Though we find a significant effect
in this study, it is a small effect and is the only belief of the seven that were assessed that
saw any difference by condition. Additionally, the mixed condition was descriptively
between the vegetarian and reducetarian conditions on most outcomes of interest.
However, where it differed significantly from them is not consistent with Study 2.
Finally, in this study, we found significant effects of both author trust and
expertise by condition. Unlike in previous studies, the reducetarian NGO was rated as
more trustworthy and more of an expert than the vegetarian NGO.
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CHAPTER 5
GENERAL DISCUSSION
There are many reasons that we, as a society, should reduce our collective meat
consumption. However, meat consumption is currently projected to increase in the
coming years. Without concerted efforts to inform the public and influence meat
consumption behavior, it is unlikely that individuals will elect to change their current
behavior. Thus, it is important to understand how meat eaters receive messages meant to
promote a reduction of meat consumption, as their reactions may influence the success of
those messages.
The current studies compared two approaches: a message focused on reducing
meat consumption without eliminating it and a message of stricter vegetarianism. Across
three studies, we found evidence that suggests people are more accepting of a
reducetarian message compared to a vegetarian message. Participants rated the
reducetarian message as more acceptable and were more willing to share it with others.
We also find evidence that the reducetarian message may influence future behavior, as
those who read it reported that they were further in the stages of change of giving up
meat consumption than those in the vegetarian condition.
We were able to replicate these findings as well regardless of whether the
message came from an individual or from an NGO. This is valuable to know, because to
promote change, both forms of communication may be critical. Though there was no
direct comparison of an interpersonal and NGO messenger, we find the same significant
comparison of reducetarian and vegetarian across the studies. Further research,
particularly of the reducetarian message, should more closely compare individual vs.
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NGO messengers to examine with greater sensitivity whether one is more effective than
the other (and how they may differ across a range of message processing variables).
Although these studies did not compare the effect of individual vs. NGO as
messenger with a single design, the studies did examine the meat-consumption identity of
the messenger and disentangled this effect from that of the message. In Studies 2 and 3,
we find that message source identity (vegetarian vs. reducetarian) matters, though
potentially in different ways depending on who the message comes from (person vs.
NGO). In Study 2, we saw that a reduction message coming from a vegetarian person
was not received differently from the reduction message from a reducetarian. This
suggests that, for interpersonal communication, messenger identity may matter less. For
NGO communication in Study 3, we find evidence that the identity (or, since discussing
an NGO, perhaps better described as its “mission”) may influence how a reducetarian
(and vegetarian) message is received. Specifically, messages coming from a vegetarian
NGO, regardless of whether it was a message of vegetarianism or reduction, were rated
as less acceptable, less likely to be shared, and as less effective in moving people closer
to dietary change than a message from an NGO with a reducetarian identity/mission. One
reason for this may the be ratings of the organization. Though there were no significant
differences between the vegetarian and reducetarian authors in Studies 1 or 2 on ratings
of trust or expertise, there were significant effects in Study 3. For the NGOs, identity
mattered, with participants rating the vegetarian NGO as lower in trust and expertise than
the reducetarian NGO (when giving consistent messages).
There were some null findings in these studies that make the findings inconsistent
(see Table 14 for review of significant comparisons across studies). Critically, in Study 1
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there were fewer significant differences between the vegetarian and reducetarian
conditions than in the later studies. For example, there were no significant comparisons
for message acceptance or for stages of behavior change. However, the effects were,
descriptively, in the hypothesized direction and later, better powered, studies found
significant effects. These inconsistencies may be due to the small size of these effects and
simply not being powered to detect them in Study 1.
Though not the primary focus of these studies, we also found evidence that meat
attachment and concern about the various issues surrounding meat consumption are vital
constructs when considering how individuals react to the messages about meat reduction.
Across all 3 studies, meat attachment predicted most outcomes of interest. Those who are
attached to meat consumption not only are less likely to give up meat, but react
negatively to messages and messengers, regardless of the type of message (reduction vs
vegetarian). We cannot be sure if this is a reaction to feeling that they’d be judged, a
defensive response against feeling attacked, a dissonance reduction response to defend
their meat consumption and avoid moral conflict induced by the messages, or some other
cognitive mechanism. But these studies further emphasize that how attached someone is
to their dietary behavior will influence how they respond to these messages. Personal
concern for health and concern for animal welfare did not have consistent findings across
Studies 1 and 2. However, in Study 3 we find that health concern is a consistent predictor
of message and author judgments, potentially indicating the importance of framing the
health impacts of meat reduction for NGO messaging. Environmental concern was
positively related to most study outcomes across all 3 studies, however. These together
could indicate the importance of speaking to specific aspects of meat reduction to certain
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audiences, potentially avoiding climate and health impacts when speaking to those who
aren’t concerned about those issues, while emphasizing them to those that are. However,
future studies would have to specifically test this message framing to further understand
these effects.
These studies were also limited in a few other ways. First, there was not a full 2 X
2 design including a vegetarian message delivered by a reducetarian. This message seems
less likely to occur in a natural setting but because of this, we are not able to compare the
effect of messenger for a reducetarian message. It is unlikely that a reducetarian would
give a message of vegetarianism, a practice they have yet to adopt themselves. As such,
we chose to focus attention on the ecologically valid message and messenger pairings.
Second, as discussed earlier, there were no direct interpersonal and NGO messenger
comparisons. The mean levels of message acceptance, sharing, and stages of behavior
change are similar in the vegetarian and reducetarian conditions across Studies 2 and 3.
However, we aren’t able to make the direct comparison within the same study. Finally,
there was no measure of actual behavior in these studies. Participants were only asked
how likely they were to share the message and what stage of behavior change they were
in. Because of this, we aren’t able to say which message has a greater impact in actual
long-term change.
Despite these limitations, these studies provide insight into message framing for
those pushing for a reduction of meat consumption. These studies should be replicated
and extended. Future studies will test the comparison of interpersonal and NGO
messengers and further examine mechanisms for why these differences occur.
Additionally, these studies will attempt to examine actual behavior, both around
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messaging (further information seeking, actually sharing messages via social media,
discussions with others in a lab setting) and dietary changes (changing the amount, type,
or source of meat they eat).
Across 3 studies we have found that there are potential benefits from a reduction
focused framing of meat consumption compared to a vegetarian focused message. The
reduction message was more accepted and more likely to be shared, and those who read it
reported being further along in the process of giving up meat consumption. Contrary to
our initial hypotheses, we did not find any effects of messenger identity in Studies 1 or 2.
The vegetarian author was not judged to be different than the reducetarian author, despite
previous literature suggesting that people may view these dietary identities differently
(Minson & Monin, 2012; Rothgerber, 2014; Ruby & Heine, 2011). However, Study 3
found that identity may matter for NGOs who are taking on this effort, giving evidence to
support the concerns by those from NGOs (Laestadius et al., 2013, 2014). Together these
findings suggest that though the reducetarian message pushes for less extreme behavioral
change, it may spread further through interpersonal communication than a vegetarian
one, potentially having wider spread impact. Though, for NGOs, it may be critical to
understand how others will understand and judge the organization when they take up this
mission.
Messaging about meat’s various impacts may be critical in pushing for collective
change. Though these studies do not show which messages promote the greatest
individual change in dietary behavior, they highlight the potential strength of reaching a
wider audience by utilizing a reduction focused message, and for organizations, and
mission or identity that is separate from a stigmatized identity such as vegetarian. It is
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possible that, through reaching a wider audience and promoting smaller changes, a
reduction focused message could have greater collective impact. Future work should
investigate the behavioral changes associated with these messages, but these findings
may have implications for those working to inform and change dietary behavior.
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Table 1
Study 1 – Scale correlations.
Measure

1

1. MAQ

-

2. Environment
Concern

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

-.33***

-

3. Health Concern

-.07

.49***

-

4. Animal Concern

-.23***

.53***

.46***

-

-.65***

.56***

.30***

.42***

-

-.46***

.50***

.27***

.41***

.68***

-

-.32***

.35***

.26***

.38***

.50***

.57***

-

-.39***

.36***

.20***

.35***

.62***

.73***

.63***

-

.48***

-.13*

-.09

-.09

-.31***

-.31***

-.19**

-.26***

-

-.64***

.34***

.14**

.21***

.58***

.45***

.32***

.30***

-.32***

-

11. Age

-.04

.06

.17*

.14**

.05

.01

.07

-.08

.01

.09*

-

12. Education

-.06

.03

.02

-.13**

-.03

-.19**

-.11*

-.16**

.02

.06

.06

-

-.15**

-.19***

-.25***

-.10

-.12*

-.06

.20***

-.23***

.03

-.02

5. Message
Agreement
6. Message
Sharing
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7. Author Trust
8. Author
Expertise
9. Anticipated
Judgement
10. Stage of
Change

13. Political
.28*** -.36***
Conservatism
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Table 2
Study 1 - Message reactions
Message Agreement
b (SE)
Condition
0.14 (0.12)
Reduce vs. Veg
-0.60*** (0.05)
MAQ
Concern
0.35*** (0.06)
Environment
0.11 (0.08)
Health
0.18** (0.07)
Animal
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Message Sharing
b (SE)
0.35* (0.14)
-0.38*** (0.06)
0.36*** (0.07)
0.04 (0.10)
0.25** (0.08)
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Table 3
Study 1 - Author judgments
Author Trust
b (SE)
Condition
0.15 (0.13)
Reduce vs. Veg

Author Expertise
b (SE)

Anticipated Judgment
b (SE)

0.26† (0.14)

-0.37* (0.16)

MAQ
-0.22*** (0.05)
-0.31*** (0.06)
Concern
Environment
0.13† (0.07)
0.17* (0.07)
Health
0.09 (0.09)
0.00 (0.10)
Animal
0.29*** (0.08)
0.25** (0.08)
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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0.64*** (0.07)
0.08 (0.08)
-0.20† (0.12)
0.07 (0.09)

Table 4
Study 2 - Scale descriptives and correlations

1. MAQ
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2.
Environment
Concern
3. Health
Concern
4. Animal
Concern
5. Message
Agreement
6. Message
Sharing
7. Author
Trust
8. Author
Expertise
9. Anticipated
Judgement
10. Stage of
Change

M (SD)

α

1

4.63
(1.31)

.95

-

5.41
(1.21)

.87

-.35***

-

-.03

.29***

-

-.20***

.44***

.39***

-

-.67***

.46***

.11**

.24***

-

-.51***

.41***

.15***

.24***

.72***

-

-.30***

.29***

.17***

.24***

.52***

.59***

-

-.28***

.27***

.12***

.19***

.53***

.62***

.65***

-

.49***

-.21***

-.13***

-.16***

-.45***

-.40***

-.29***

-.27***

-

-.60***

.31***

.09***

.22***

.57***

.44***

.30***

.26***

-.36***

-

-.02

-.04

-.02

.07*

-.01

.01

.04

-.01

-.06†

.02

-

-.08**

.10**

-.01

-.03

.09**

.02

-.00

-.07*

.03

.04

.11***

-

.31***

-.38***

-.05

-.18***

-.33***

-.20***

-.23***

-.12***

.18***

-.26***

.11***

-.07*

6.18
.88
(0.81)
6.00
.87
(0.95)
4.90
.91
(1.50)
4.67
.78
(1.45)
5.65
.92
(1.13)
4.88
.88
(1.26)
4.48
.87
(1.62)
2.74
(1.66)
34.15
11. Age
(10.70)
4.24
12. Education
(1.32)
13. Political
3.48
.90
Conservatism
(1.69)
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Table 5
Study 2 - Correlation of beliefs about other's reactions

1

2

3

4

5

6
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1. This message would motivate other people you know to
also share this message?

-

2. This specific message would increase or decrease their
concern and behavior around meat consumption?

.51***

-

3. I am concerned that others might make assumptions
about the type of person I am if I shared this message.

-.09**

-.01

-

4. I am concerned that others may try to start an
argument/debate with me if I shared this article.

-.01

-.02

.60***

-

5. If I share this message, those in my social network/ social
circle will view me as being overly political.

-.07*

-.04

.55***

.58***

-

6. If I share this message, those in my social network/ social
circle will view me as exaggerating the issue.

-.15***

-.10**

.50***

.57***

.70***

-

7. If I share this message, those in my social network/ social
circle will likely view me as well informed about the issue.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

.45***

.34***

-.09**

-.09**

-.09**

-.15***

Table 6
Study 2 - Message reactions
Message Agreement
b (SE)
Condition
0.23** (0.08)
Reduce vs veg
0.10 (0.08)
Mixed vs veg
-0.13 (0.08)
Mixed vs reduce
-0.67*** (0.03)
MAQ
Concern
0.31*** (0.03)
Environment
0.03 (0.05)
Health
0.00 (0.04)
Animal
†p<.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Message Sharing
b (SE)
0.24* (0.10)
0.17† (0.10)
-0.08 (0.10)
-0.47*** (0.03)
0.28*** (0.04)
0.11* (0.05)
0.03 (0.05)
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Table 7
Study 2 - Author judgments
Author Trust
b (SE)
Condition
0.07 (0.08)
Reduce vs veg
0.08 (0.08)
Mixed vs veg
0.01 (0.08)
Mixed vs reduce
-0.19*** (0.03)
MAQ
Concern
0.14*** (0.03)
Environment
0.11* (0.05)
Health
0.12** (0.04)
Animal
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Author Expertise
b (SE)

Anticipated Judgment
b (SE)

0.02 (0.10)
0.08 (0.10)
0.06 (0.10)

-0.47*** (0.11)
-0.15 (0.11)
0.32** (0.11)

-0.20*** (0.03)

0.60*** (0.04)

0.17*** (0.04)
0.06 (0.05)
0.08 (0.05)

-0.01 (0.04)
-0.21** (0.06)
-0.03 (0.06)
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Table 8
Study 2 - Effects of condition on beliefs about other's reactions
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Condition
Reduce vs veg
Mixed vs veg
Mixed vs reduce
MAQ
Concern
Environment

I am
concerned that
others may try
to start an
argument/
debate with
me if I shared
this article.

If I share this
message,
those in my
social
network/
social circle
will view me
as being
overly
political.

If I share this
message,
those in my
social
network/
social circle
will view me
as
exaggerating
the issue.

b (SE)

b (SE)

b (SE)

b (SE)

If I share this
message,
those in my
social
network/
social circle
will likely
view me as
well informed
about the
issue.
b (SE)

0.07 (0.09)
0.09 (0.09)
0.02 (0.09)

-0.18 (0.14)
-0.22 (0.14)
-0.03 (0.14)

-0.16 (0.14)
-0.31* (0.14)
-0.15 (0.14)

-0.10 (0.13)
-0.11 (0.14)
-0.01 (0.13)

-0.21 (0.13)
-0.11 (0.13)
0.10 (0.13)

0.10 (0.10)
0.03 (0.10)
-0.07 (0.10)

-0.20*** (0.03)

-0.08** (0.03)

0.21***
(0.05)

0.17***
(0.05)

0.14** (0.05)

0.17***
(0.04)

-0.21***
(0.03)

0.18*** (0.03)

0.19***
(0.03)

0.01 (0.05)

0.06 (0.06)

0.07 (0.05)

-0.02 (0.05)

0.22***
(0.04)

-0.18* (0.08)

-0.18* (0.07)

-0.18* (0.07)

0.02 (0.06)

0.11 (0.07)

-0.07 (0.07)

0.00 (0.07)

-0.08 (0.05)

Do you think
this message
would motivate
other people
you know to
also share this
message?

Do you think
this specific
message
would
increase or
decrease their
concern and
behavior
around meat
consumption?

I am
concerned that
others might
make
assumptions
about the type
of person I am
if I shared this
message.

b (SE)

b (SE)

0.13 (0.08)
0.16† (0.09)
0.03 (0.08)

0.11* (0.05)
0.05 (0.05)
Health
0.00 (0.04)
0.00 (0.04)
Animal
†p<.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

-0.32***
(0.08)
0.02 (0.07)

Table 9
Study 3 - Scale descriptives and correlations

1. MAQ
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2.
Environment
Concern
3. Health
Concern
4. Animal
Concern
5. Message
Agreement
6. Message
Sharing
7. Author
Trust
8. Author
Expertise
9. Stage of
Change

M (SD)

α

1

4.64
(1.24)

.93

-

5.30
(1.26)

.85

.35***

6.21
.84
-0.04
(0.77)
5.92
.89
(1.01)
.16***
4.74
.95
(1.59)
.63***
4.51
.83
(1.59)
.57***
5.31
.95
(1.33)
.37***
5.12
.93
(1.34)
.35***
2.66
(1.66)
.58***
33.96
10. Age
0.02
(10.85)
4.23
11. Education
(1.31)
.12***
12. Political
3.60
.87 .28***
Conservatism (1.67)
†p<.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

.27***

-

.40***

.39***

-

.47***

.17***

.26***

-

.45***

.17***

.24***

.80***

-

.38***

.23***

.26***

.66***

.66***

-

.41***

.23***

.25***

.67***

.64***

.82***

-

.31***

.15***

.20***

.55***

.51***

.36***

.35***

-

-.10**

.07*

0.06†

-0.06†

-0.04

-0.06†

-.08*

0.04

-

.16***

0.06†

0.01

.14***

.11***

.11**

.10**

0.03

.08*

-

.44***

-.07*

.18***

.31***

.22***

.22***

.26***

.23***

.10**

-.08*

Table 10
Study 3 - Correlations of beliefs of other's reactions

1

2

3

4

5

6

1. This message would motivate other people you know
to also share this message?

-

2. This specific message would increase or decrease their
concern and behavior around meat consumption?

.57***

-

-.02

-.04

-

.09**

.04

.65***

-

.02

.01

.60***

.61***

-

-.13***

-.08*

.49***

.51***

.66***

-

.52***

.41***

-.05

-.02

-.03

-.18***

3. I am concerned that others might make assumptions
about the type of person I am if I shared this message.
4. I am concerned that others may try to start an
argument/debate with me if I shared this article.
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5. If I share this message, those in my social network/
social circle will view me as being overly political.
6. If I share this message, those in my social
network/social circle will view me as exaggerating the
issue.
7. If I share this message, those in my social
network/social circle will likely view me as well
informed about the issue.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Table 11
Study 3 - Message reactions
Message Agreement
b (SE)
Condition
0.32** (0.09)
Reduce vs veg
0.23* (0.09)
Mixed vs veg
-0.08 (0.09)
Mixed vs reduce
-0.70*** (0.03)
MAQ
Concern
0.30*** (0.03)
Environment
0.15** (0.05)
Health
0.06 (0.04)
Animal
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Message Sharing
b (SE)
0.22* (0.10)
0.03 (0.10)
-0.19† (0.10)
-0.62*** (0.04)
0.30*** (0.04)
0.15* (0.06)
0.04 (0.05)
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Table 12
Study 3 - Author judgments
Author Trust
b (SE)
Condition
0.24** (0.09)
Reduce vs veg
0.17† (0.09)
Mixed vs veg
-0.07 (0.09)
Mixed vs reduce
-0.31*** (0.03)
MAQ
Concern
0.22*** (0.04)
Environment
0.23*** (0.05)
Health
0.10* (0.04)
Animal
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Author Expertise
b (SE)
0.25** (0.09)
0.14 (0.09)
-0.11 (0.09)
-0.28*** (0.03)
0.27*** (0.04)
0.23*** (0.05)
0.07 (0.04)
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Table 13
Study 3 - Effects of condition on beliefs about other's reactions

Condition
Reduce vs veg
Mixed vs veg
Mixed vs reduce
MAQ
Concern

I am
concerned that
others may try
to start an
argument/
debate with
me if I shared
this article.

If I share this
message,
those in my
social
network/
social circle
will view me
as being
overly
political.

If I share this
message,
those in my
social
network/
social circle
will view me
as
exaggerating
the issue.

b (SE)

b (SE)

b (SE)

b (SE)

If I share this
message,
those in my
social
network/
social circle
will likely
view me as
well informed
about the
issue.
b (SE)

0.01 (0.09)
-0.04 (0.09)
-0.05 (0.09)

0.24 (0.15)
0.15 (0.15)
-0.09 (0.15)

0.26† (0.15)
0.18 (0.15)
-0.08 (0.15)

0.21 (0.14)
0.16 (0.14)
-0.04 (0.14)

0.02 (0.14)
0.01 (0.14)
-0.01 (0.14)

0.08 (0.11)
0.10 (0.11)
0.02 (0.11)

-0.16***
(0.03)

0.09† (0.05)

0.09† (0.05)

0.04 (0.05)

0.17***
(0.05)

-0.27***
(0.04)

0.01 (0.06)

0.15* (0.06)

0.03 (0.05)

0.01 (0.05)

-0.17* (0.09)
-0.15* (0.07)

-0.13 (0.09)
-0.03 (0.07)

-0.12 (0.08)
-0.02 (0.06)

-0.12 (0.08)
-0.02 (0.06)

Do you think
this message
would
motivate other
people you
know to also
share this
message?

Do you think
this specific
message
would
increase or
decrease their
concern and
behavior
around meat
consumption?

I am
concerned that
others might
make
assumptions
about the type
of person I am
if I shared this
message.

b (SE)

b (SE)

0.24** (0.09)
0.06 (0.09)
-0.19* (0.09)
-0.30***
(0.03)

0.26***
0.19***
Environment
(0.03)
(0.03)
0.10† (0.05)
0.07 (0.05)
Health
0.05 (0.04)
0.10* (0.04)
Animal
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

57

0.17***
(0.04)
0.05 (0.06)
0.08 (0.05)

Table 14
Summary of findings

Study 1

Study 2

Study 3





Message Agreement
Reduce vs. veg



Mixed vs. veg
Mixed vs. reduce
Message Sharing
Reduce vs. veg



Mixed vs. veg









Mixed vs. reduce
Author Judgement
Reduce vs. veg





Mixed vs. veg


Mixed vs. reduce
Author Trust
Reduce vs. veg



Mixed vs. veg



Mixed vs. reduce
Author Expertise
Reduce vs. veg





Mixed vs. veg
Mixed vs. reduce
Stages of Change


Reduce vs. veg
Reduce vs. control





Veg vs. control
Mixed vs. veg


Mixed vs. reduce

Note: Arrows represent significant comparisons (p < .05) and direction of comparison (first
term in comparison coded as 1, second term as 0). Crossed out cells represent comparisons
not made due to study design
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APPENDIX A
STUDY 1 MANIPULATION MATERIALS
Reducetarian Condition Author Bio
Name: James Davidson
Age: 25
Gender: Male
Ethnicity: Caucasian
Occupation: Cook
Hobbies: I try to run most mornings and will sometimes go to the gym or play a pickup game of
basketball. I love to cook. There’s nothing better than working with food. I like to make tofu
scrambles, veggie burritos, and good vegan chili. I love to cook for people and show them what
you can make without relying on meat, thought I still eat chicken and eggs from time to time.
I've been consciously eating less meat for about 2 years now. I also play guitar.
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Reducetarian Condition Article
Why We Should Eat Less Meat
Many people worry that the overconsumption of animal agricultural products is destroying the
environment, causing poor treatment of animals, promoting major health risks, and contributing
to global crises such as world hunger. And yet, our culture has been obsessed with consuming
meat, eggs, and dairy. The good news is that within the developed world this trend is slowing;
more and more people are reducing the amount of meat they eat and are embracing plant-based
foods instead. Here are some reasons why you might want to join the millions of others who
have consciously reduced their consumption of meat and animal products:
Environmental Impacts
Animal agriculture is one of the leading causes of air and water pollution and is a large part of
our carbon footprint According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
the meat industry alone accounts for nearly 20% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Methane
has more than 20 times the global warming potential of carbon dioxide, and is released in
massive quantities from animal excrement. According to National Geographic, it takes nearly
2,000 gallons of water to produce a single pound of beef in comparison to fewer than 200 gallons
for a pound of potatoes or wheat. These large amounts of water are needed to hydrate farm
animals, to clean facilities, and to dispose of animal waste. This inefficient use of water is a
waste of the earth’s natural resources. Animal farms and processing facilities require a
substantial amount of land to operate, and due to the growing demand for expansion, the animal
agriculture industry is directly responsible for much of the Amazon Rainforest’s deforestation.
For example, clearing land in Brazil to grow chicken feed is responsible for the destruction of
about 3 million acres of rainforest. This deforestation causes species extinction and habitat
destruction at a growing rate every day. Animal agriculture is harmful to the earth’s natural
resources and has serious impacts on various ecosystems around the globe.
Animal Welfare
Globally, over 70 billion factory farmed animals are killed per year. Animal exploitation is
evident through the countless stresses and painful physical violations that farmed animals are
subjected to in today's brutal agricultural systems. For instance, chickens raised for meat become
so large from hormone treatments that they are unable to walk; yet they are crammed into
crowded, dimly lit sheds with poor sanitary conditions. Looking to our oceans and freshwater
rivers, fishery exploitation is now becoming more evident. Some scientists estimate that we
could see fishless oceans by the year 2050. 200 million pounds of dead fish and other marine
animals are discarded daily as bycatch. Farm-raised fish are subjected to even worse conditions
because of the suffering they endure. Small fish such as trout are packed into tight containments
where they have no room to move. Fisheries, both natural and manmade, are being exploited at
unprecedented levels.
Health Impacts
The science is clear - according to the American Heart Association, eating less meat improves
your health by decreasing your chance of heart disease, certain types of cancers, strokes,
diabetes, and many other chronic illnesses. Plant based diets are often criticized for being
“insufficient”. However, the truth is quite the opposite. Plant based foods are packed with all the
vitamins, nutrients, and protein your body needs! For example, a cup of lentils has 18 grams of
protein, while a cup of black beans has a whopping 42 grams! Plant-based diets provide a
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healthy dose of fiber and are low in cholesterol. This promotes better digestion and helps to
regulate blood sugar levels. Additionally, animals are often affected by bacteria and disease due
to the awful living conditions they endure. 80% of all antibiotics sold in the United States are
used in livestock and poultry production. This steady stream of drugs contributes to the
development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria and other diseases that can even be transferred to
those who consume meat.
The Case for Reducing Our Meat Consumption
Clearly there is plenty of evidence on why consuming a large amount of meat, eggs and dairy is
bad for you and the planet. Animal products have been a staple for the American diet for
decades, but they don’t have to be. We have great access to meat replacements and resources for
eating less meat. You can make a significant difference in the world by making simple changes
to what you eat! Just by replacing meat in your diet a few times a week you can make a huge
difference. Here are some ideas for how to start:
• Experiment with meat alternatives like tofu and seitan
• Find dishes you already enjoy that are vegetarian like pasta or salad
• Eat dishes you already enjoy but replace the meat (e.g. bean burrito instead of chicken)
• Try and follow a simple rule like Meatless Monday, Vegan Before Six, or Weekday
Vegetarian
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Vegetarian Condition Author Bio
Name: James Davidson
Age: 25
Gender: Male
Ethnicity: Caucasian
Occupation: Cook
Hobbies: I try to run most mornings and will sometimes go to the gym or play a pickup game of
basketball. I love to cook. There’s nothing better than working with food. I like to make tofu
scrambles, veggie burritos, and good vegan chili. I love to cook for people and show them what
you can make without relying on meat. I've been vegetarian for about 2 years now. I also play
guitar.
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Vegetarian Condition Article
Why We Should Stop Eating Meat
Many people worry that the overconsumption of animal agricultural products is destroying the
environment, causing poor treatment of animals, promoting major health risks, and contributing
to global crises such as world hunger. And yet, our culture has been obsessed with consuming
meat, eggs, and dairy. The good news is that within the developed world this trend is slowing;
more and more people are giving up on eating meat and are embracing plant-based foods instead.
Here are some reasons why you might want to join the millions of others who have consciously
given up meat and animal products:
Environmental Impacts
Animal agriculture is one of the leading causes of air and water pollution and is a large part of
our carbon footprint According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
the meat industry alone accounts for nearly 20% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Methane
has more than 20 times the global warming potential of carbon dioxide, and is released in
massive quantities from animal excrement. According to National Geographic, it takes nearly
2,000 gallons of water to produce a single pound of beef in comparison to fewer than 200 gallons
for a pound of potatoes or wheat. These large amounts of water are needed to hydrate farm
animals, to clean facilities, and to dispose of animal waste. This inefficient use of water is a
waste of the earth’s natural resources. Animal farms and processing facilities require a
substantial amount of land to operate, and due to the growing demand for expansion, the animal
agriculture industry is directly responsible for much of the Amazon Rainforest’s deforestation.
For example, clearing land in Brazil to grow chicken feed is responsible for the destruction of
about 3 million acres of rainforest. This deforestation causes species extinction and habitat
destruction at a growing rate every day. Animal agriculture is harmful to the earth’s natural
resources and has serious impacts on various ecosystems around the globe.
Animal Welfare
Globally, over 70 billion factory farmed animals are killed per year. Animal exploitation is
evident through the countless stresses and painful physical violations that farmed animals are
subjected to in today's brutal agricultural systems. For instance, chickens raised for meat become
so large from hormone treatments that they are unable to walk; yet they are crammed into
crowded, dimly lit sheds with poor sanitary conditions. Looking to our oceans and freshwater
rivers, fishery exploitation is now becoming more evident. Some scientists estimate that we
could see fishless oceans by the year 2050. 200 million pounds of dead fish and other marine
animals are discarded daily as bycatch. Farm-raised fish are subjected to even worse conditions
because of the suffering they endure. Small fish such as trout are packed into tight containments
where they have no room to move. Fisheries, both natural and manmade, are being exploited at
unprecedented levels.
Health Impacts
The science is clear - according to the American Heart Association, eating less meat improves
your health by decreasing your chance of heart disease, certain types of cancers, strokes,
diabetes, and many other chronic illnesses. Plant based diets are often criticized for being
“insufficient”. However, the truth is quite the opposite. Plant based foods are packed with all the
vitamins, nutrients, and protein your body needs! For example, a cup of lentils has 18 grams of
protein, while a cup of black beans has a whopping 42 grams! Plant-based diets provide a

63

healthy dose of fiber and are low in cholesterol. This promotes better digestion and helps to
regulate blood sugar levels. Additionally, animals are often affected by bacteria and disease due
to the awful living conditions they endure. 80% of all antibiotics sold in the United States are
used in livestock and poultry production. This steady stream of drugs contributes to the
development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria and other diseases that can even be transferred to
those who consume meat.
The Case for Giving Up Our Meat Consumption
Clearly there is plenty of evidence on why consuming a large amount of meat, eggs and dairy is
bad for you and the planet. Animal products have been a staple for the American diet for
decades, but they don’t have to be. We have great access to meat replacements and resources for
giving up meat. You can make a significant difference in the world by making simple changes to
what you eat! Just by giving up meat you can make a huge difference. Here are some ideas for
how to start:
• Experiment with meat alternatives like tofu and seitan
• Find dishes you already enjoy that are vegetarian like pasta or salad
• Eat dishes you already enjoy but replace the meat (e.g. bean burrito instead of chicken)
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APPENDIX B
STUDY 1 MEASURES

Meat Attachment
To eat meat is one of the good pleasures in life.
Meat is irreplaceable in my diet.
According to our position in the food chain, we have the right to eat meat.
I feel bad when I think of eating meat. (reversed)
I love meals with meat.
To eat meat is disrespectful towards life and the environment. (reversed)
To eat meat is an unquestionable right of every person.
I'm a big fan of meat.
If I couldn't eat meat I would feel weak.
If I was forced to stop eating meat I would feel sad.
Meat reminds me of diseases. (reversed)
By eating meat I'm reminded of the death and suffering of animals. (reversed)
Eating meat is a natural and undisputable practice.
I don't picture myself not eating meat regularly.
I would feel fine with a meatless diet. (reversed)
A good steak is without comparison.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Environmental, Health, and Animal Concern
The issue of climate change is important to me personally.
It is important for me to reduce my climate footprint and live sustainably.
It's my duty to protect the environment.
It's my responsibility to take care of my body.
It's important that I keep my body fit and healthy.
My personal health is important to me.
It's our responsibility to make sure the animals we care for are treated well.
It's important to me that animals are treated with respect and are kept happy.
Animal welfare is very important to me.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Message Agreement
Please indicate whether you disagree or agree with the author's viewpoint that we, as a society,
should eat less meat.
Please indicate the extent to which you generally disagree or agree with the author’s opinions in
the article you read.
How much do you agree with this article?
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Message Sharing
How willing would you be to approve this article for publication?
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Scale: 1 (Very Unwilling) to 7 (Very Willing)
How likely is it that you would share this article on social media or email/forward the article to
others?
How likely are you to have conversations about the details/viewpoints of this article with friends
or family?
Scale: 1 (Extremely Unlikely) to 7 (Extremely Likely)
Author Trust, Expertise, and Judgement
Please rate the author on each of the following. (Semantic differential; 1-7)
• Dishonest/Honest
• Insincere/Sincere
• Undependable/Dependable
• Unreliable/Reliable
• Untrustworthy/Trustworthy
How much do you feel that the author is…
• Qualified
• Knowledgeable
• An expert on the subject
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
If I spoke with James about the contents of this article, I feel like he might judge me.
If I were eating with James, I feel he might judge me.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Meat Reduction Stage
Which of these statements best describes you?
1. I am satisfied with the level of my meat consumption at the moment and see no need to
change it.
2. I should reduce my level of meat consumption, but at the moment, I feel that this is
impossible for me.
3. I would like to reduce my meat consumption, but I am, at the moment, unsure about how
to replace it.
4. I know how I can reduce my meat consumption, but I have not put it into practice.
5. I have reduced my meat consumption in the last few months.
6. I do not eat meat and have not for several months.
Demographics
Which of the following do you identify as?
• Male
• Female
• Other: _____
Which of the following do you identify as?
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• White
• Black or African American
• American Indian or Alaska Native
• Asian
• Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
• Hispanic
• Other: _____
How old are you?
What is the highest level of education you have completed?
• Less than high school
• High school graduate
• Some college
• 2-year degree
• 4-year degree
• Professional degree
• Doctorate
What is your political ideology?
Scale: 1 (Liberal) to 7 (Conservative)
What is your political orientation?
Scale: 1 (Democrat) to 7 (Republican)
Emotions
How much do you feel each of the following emotions after reading this article?
• Anxious
• Offended
• Upset
• Calm
• Disgusted
• Embarrassed
• Guilty
• Good
• Happy
• Ashamed
Scale: 1 (Not at All) to 7 (Very Much)
Article Beliefs
The information in this article is believable.
The content of this article applies to your everyday life.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Further Information Seeking
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Which of the following articles, if any, would you be interested in reading, after having read the
article from above?
• Vegetarian And 'Healthy' Diets May Actually Be Worse For The Environment, Study
Finds (Science Alert)
• New Study Shows the Major Environmental Impact of Meat Production (Time)
• Meat and Cheese May Be as Bad as Smoking (USC News)
• How Meat Eating Made Us Human (Time)
• Ordering the vegetarian meal? There’s more animal blood on your hands (The
Conversation)
• Being Vegan Really Helps Animals (NPR)
Moral Judgements
Please answer the following questions based on what you think of James (the author) and how
you think he would see you.
• I would say I am…
• I think James is…
• I think James thinks he is…
• If James saw what I normally ate, he would think I am…
• James thinks most non-vegetarians are…
Scale: 1 (Extremely Immoral) to 7 (Extremely Moral)
Food Concerns
It is important that the food I eat on a typical day…
• Has been produced in a way that animals have not experienced pain.
• Has been produced in a way that animals’ rights have been respected.
• Has been produced in a way which has not shaken the balance of nature.
• Has been prepared in an environmentally friendly way.
• Has been produced in a way that does not increase my burden on the environment.
• Contains a lot of vitamins and minerals.
• Keeps my healthy.
• Is nutritious.
• Is high in protein.
• Is good for my skin/teeth/hair/nails/etc.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Friends
How many vegetarian friends do you have?
How many vegan friends do you have?
How many friends do you have that have consciously changed their meat intake (e.g. Meatless
Monday, no longer eat red meat)?
Diet
How often do you eat each of the following?
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• Red Meat (e.g. beef, pork)
• White meat (e.g. chicken)
• Fish and seafood
• Eggs
• Dairy
Scale: 1 (Never) 2 (Rarely) 3 (One to three times a month) 4 (Once or twice a week) 5 (Almost
daily) 6 (Daily) 7(Multiple times a day)
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APPENDIX C
STUDY 2 MANIPULATION MATERIALS
Reducetarian Condition Author Bio
Name: James Davidson
Age: 25
Gender: Male
Ethnicity: Caucasian
Occupation: Cook
Hobbies: I try to run most mornings and will sometimes go to the gym or play a pickup game of
basketball. I love to cook. There’s nothing better than working with food. I like to make tofu
scrambles, veggie burritos, and good vegan chili. I love to cook for people and show them what
you can make without relying on meat, thought I still eat chicken and eggs from time to time.
I've been consciously eating less meat for about 2 years now. I also play guitar.
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Reducetarian Condition Article
Why We Should Eat Less Meat
Many people worry that the overconsumption of animal agricultural products is destroying the
environment, causing poor treatment of animals, promoting major health risks, and contributing
to global crises such as world hunger. And yet, our culture has been obsessed with consuming
meat, eggs, and dairy. The good news is that within the developed world this trend is slowing;
more and more people are reducing the amount of meat they eat and are embracing plant-based
foods instead. Here are some reasons why you might want to join the millions of others who
have consciously reduced their consumption of meat and animal products:
Environmental Impacts
Animal agriculture is one of the leading causes of air and water pollution and is a large part of
our carbon footprint According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
the meat industry alone accounts for nearly 20% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Methane
has more than 20 times the global warming potential of carbon dioxide, and is released in
massive quantities from animal excrement. According to National Geographic, it takes nearly
2,000 gallons of water to produce a single pound of beef in comparison to fewer than 200 gallons
for a pound of potatoes or wheat. These large amounts of water are needed to hydrate farm
animals, to clean facilities, and to dispose of animal waste. This inefficient use of water is a
waste of the earth’s natural resources. Animal farms and processing facilities require a
substantial amount of land to operate, and due to the growing demand for expansion, the animal
agriculture industry is directly responsible for much of the Amazon Rainforest’s deforestation.
For example, clearing land in Brazil to grow chicken feed is responsible for the destruction of
about 3 million acres of rainforest. This deforestation causes species extinction and habitat
destruction at a growing rate every day. Animal agriculture is harmful to the earth’s natural
resources and has serious impacts on various ecosystems around the globe.
Animal Welfare
Globally, over 70 billion factory farmed animals are killed per year. Animal exploitation is
evident through the countless stresses and painful physical violations that farmed animals are
subjected to in today's brutal agricultural systems. For instance, chickens raised for meat become
so large from hormone treatments that they are unable to walk; yet they are crammed into
crowded, dimly lit sheds with poor sanitary conditions. Looking to our oceans and freshwater
rivers, fishery exploitation is now becoming more evident. Some scientists estimate that we
could see fishless oceans by the year 2050. 200 million pounds of dead fish and other marine
animals are discarded daily as bycatch. Farm-raised fish are subjected to even worse conditions
because of the suffering they endure. Small fish such as trout are packed into tight containments
where they have no room to move. Fisheries, both natural and manmade, are being exploited at
unprecedented levels.
Health Impacts
The science is clear - according to the American Heart Association, eating less meat improves
your health by decreasing your chance of heart disease, certain types of cancers, strokes,
diabetes, and many other chronic illnesses. Plant based diets are often criticized for being
“insufficient”. However, the truth is quite the opposite. Plant based foods are packed with all the
vitamins, nutrients, and protein your body needs! For example, a cup of lentils has 18 grams of
protein, while a cup of black beans has a whopping 42 grams! Plant-based diets provide a
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healthy dose of fiber and are low in cholesterol. This promotes better digestion and helps to
regulate blood sugar levels. Additionally, animals are often affected by bacteria and disease due
to the awful living conditions they endure. 80% of all antibiotics sold in the United States are
used in livestock and poultry production. This steady stream of drugs contributes to the
development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria and other diseases that can even be transferred to
those who consume meat.
The Case for Reducing Our Meat Consumption
Clearly there is plenty of evidence on why consuming a large amount of meat, eggs and dairy is
bad for you and the planet. Animal products have been a staple for the American diet for
decades, but they don’t have to be. We have great access to meat replacements and resources for
eating less meat. You can make a significant difference in the world by making simple changes
to what you eat! Just by replacing meat in your diet a few times a week you can make a huge
difference. Here are some ideas for how to start:
• Experiment with meat alternatives like tofu and seitan
• Find dishes you already enjoy that are vegetarian like pasta or salad
• Eat dishes you already enjoy but replace the meat (e.g. bean burrito instead of chicken)
• Try and follow a simple rule like Meatless Monday, Vegan Before Six, or Weekday
Vegetarian
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Vegetarian Condition Author Bio
Name: James Davidson
Age: 25
Gender: Male
Ethnicity: Caucasian
Occupation: Cook
Hobbies: I try to run most mornings and will sometimes go to the gym or play a pickup game of
basketball. I love to cook. There’s nothing better than working with food. I like to make tofu
scrambles, veggie burritos, and good vegan chili. I love to cook for people and show them what
you can make without relying on meat. I've been vegetarian for about 2 years now. I also play
guitar.
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Vegetarian Condition Article
Why We Should Stop Eating Meat
Many people worry that the overconsumption of animal agricultural products is destroying the
environment, causing poor treatment of animals, promoting major health risks, and contributing
to global crises such as world hunger. And yet, our culture has been obsessed with consuming
meat, eggs, and dairy. The good news is that within the developed world this trend is slowing;
more and more people are giving up on eating meat and are embracing plant-based foods instead.
Here are some reasons why you might want to join the millions of others who have consciously
given up meat and animal products:
Environmental Impacts
Animal agriculture is one of the leading causes of air and water pollution and is a large part of
our carbon footprint According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
the meat industry alone accounts for nearly 20% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Methane
has more than 20 times the global warming potential of carbon dioxide, and is released in
massive quantities from animal excrement. According to National Geographic, it takes nearly
2,000 gallons of water to produce a single pound of beef in comparison to fewer than 200 gallons
for a pound of potatoes or wheat. These large amounts of water are needed to hydrate farm
animals, to clean facilities, and to dispose of animal waste. This inefficient use of water is a
waste of the earth’s natural resources. Animal farms and processing facilities require a
substantial amount of land to operate, and due to the growing demand for expansion, the animal
agriculture industry is directly responsible for much of the Amazon Rainforest’s deforestation.
For example, clearing land in Brazil to grow chicken feed is responsible for the destruction of
about 3 million acres of rainforest. This deforestation causes species extinction and habitat
destruction at a growing rate every day. Animal agriculture is harmful to the earth’s natural
resources and has serious impacts on various ecosystems around the globe.
Animal Welfare
Globally, over 70 billion factory farmed animals are killed per year. Animal exploitation is
evident through the countless stresses and painful physical violations that farmed animals are
subjected to in today's brutal agricultural systems. For instance, chickens raised for meat become
so large from hormone treatments that they are unable to walk; yet they are crammed into
crowded, dimly lit sheds with poor sanitary conditions. Looking to our oceans and freshwater
rivers, fishery exploitation is now becoming more evident. Some scientists estimate that we
could see fishless oceans by the year 2050. 200 million pounds of dead fish and other marine
animals are discarded daily as bycatch. Farm-raised fish are subjected to even worse conditions
because of the suffering they endure. Small fish such as trout are packed into tight containments
where they have no room to move. Fisheries, both natural and manmade, are being exploited at
unprecedented levels.
Health Impacts
The science is clear - according to the American Heart Association, eating less meat improves
your health by decreasing your chance of heart disease, certain types of cancers, strokes,
diabetes, and many other chronic illnesses. Plant based diets are often criticized for being
“insufficient”. However, the truth is quite the opposite. Plant based foods are packed with all the
vitamins, nutrients, and protein your body needs! For example, a cup of lentils has 18 grams of
protein, while a cup of black beans has a whopping 42 grams! Plant-based diets provide a
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healthy dose of fiber and are low in cholesterol. This promotes better digestion and helps to
regulate blood sugar levels. Additionally, animals are often affected by bacteria and disease due
to the awful living conditions they endure. 80% of all antibiotics sold in the United States are
used in livestock and poultry production. This steady stream of drugs contributes to the
development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria and other diseases that can even be transferred to
those who consume meat.
The Case for Giving Up Our Meat Consumption
Clearly there is plenty of evidence on why consuming a large amount of meat, eggs and dairy is
bad for you and the planet. Animal products have been a staple for the American diet for
decades, but they don’t have to be. We have great access to meat replacements and resources for
giving up meat. You can make a significant difference in the world by making simple changes to
what you eat! Just by giving up meat you can make a huge difference. Here are some ideas for
how to start:
• Experiment with meat alternatives like tofu and seitan
• Find dishes you already enjoy that are vegetarian like pasta or salad
• Eat dishes you already enjoy but replace the meat (e.g. bean burrito instead of chicken)
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Mixed Condition Author Bio
Name: James Davidson
Age: 25
Gender: Male
Ethnicity: Caucasian
Occupation: Cook
Hobbies: I try to run most mornings and will sometimes go to the gym or play a pickup game of
basketball. I love to cook. There’s nothing better than working with food. I like to make tofu
scrambles, veggie burritos, and good vegan chili. I love to cook for people and show them what
you can make without relying on meat. I've been vegetarian for about 2 years now. I also play
guitar.

76

Mixed Condition Article

Why We Should Eat Less Meat
Many people worry that the overconsumption of animal agricultural products is destroying the
environment, causing poor treatment of animals, promoting major health risks, and contributing
to global crises such as world hunger. And yet, our culture has been obsessed with consuming
meat, eggs, and dairy. The good news is that within the developed world this trend is slowing;
more and more people are reducing the amount of meat they eat and are embracing plant-based
foods instead. Here are some reasons why you might want to join the millions of others who
have consciously reduced their consumption of meat and animal products:
Environmental Impacts
Animal agriculture is one of the leading causes of air and water pollution and is a large part of
our carbon footprint According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
the meat industry alone accounts for nearly 20% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Methane
has more than 20 times the global warming potential of carbon dioxide, and is released in
massive quantities from animal excrement. According to National Geographic, it takes nearly
2,000 gallons of water to produce a single pound of beef in comparison to fewer than 200 gallons
for a pound of potatoes or wheat. These large amounts of water are needed to hydrate farm
animals, to clean facilities, and to dispose of animal waste. This inefficient use of water is a
waste of the earth’s natural resources. Animal farms and processing facilities require a
substantial amount of land to operate, and due to the growing demand for expansion, the animal
agriculture industry is directly responsible for much of the Amazon Rainforest’s deforestation.
For example, clearing land in Brazil to grow chicken feed is responsible for the destruction of
about 3 million acres of rainforest. This deforestation causes species extinction and habitat
destruction at a growing rate every day. Animal agriculture is harmful to the earth’s natural
resources and has serious impacts on various ecosystems around the globe.
Animal Welfare
Globally, over 70 billion factory farmed animals are killed per year. Animal exploitation is
evident through the countless stresses and painful physical violations that farmed animals are
subjected to in today's brutal agricultural systems. For instance, chickens raised for meat become
so large from hormone treatments that they are unable to walk; yet they are crammed into
crowded, dimly lit sheds with poor sanitary conditions. Looking to our oceans and freshwater
rivers, fishery exploitation is now becoming more evident. Some scientists estimate that we
could see fishless oceans by the year 2050. 200 million pounds of dead fish and other marine
animals are discarded daily as bycatch. Farm-raised fish are subjected to even worse conditions
because of the suffering they endure. Small fish such as trout are packed into tight containments
where they have no room to move. Fisheries, both natural and manmade, are being exploited at
unprecedented levels.
Health Impacts
The science is clear - according to the American Heart Association, eating less meat improves
your health by decreasing your chance of heart disease, certain types of cancers, strokes,
diabetes, and many other chronic illnesses. Plant based diets are often criticized for being
“insufficient”. However, the truth is quite the opposite. Plant based foods are packed with all the
vitamins, nutrients, and protein your body needs! For example, a cup of lentils has 18 grams of
protein, while a cup of black beans has a whopping 42 grams! Plant-based diets provide a
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healthy dose of fiber and are low in cholesterol. This promotes better digestion and helps to
regulate blood sugar levels. Additionally, animals are often affected by bacteria and disease due
to the awful living conditions they endure. 80% of all antibiotics sold in the United States are
used in livestock and poultry production. This steady stream of drugs contributes to the
development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria and other diseases that can even be transferred to
those who consume meat.
The Case for Reducing Our Meat Consumption
Clearly there is plenty of evidence on why consuming a large amount of meat, eggs and dairy is
bad for you and the planet. Animal products have been a staple for the American diet for
decades, but they don’t have to be. We have great access to meat replacements and resources for
eating less meat. You can make a significant difference in the world by making simple changes
to what you eat! Just by replacing meat in your diet a few times a week you can make a huge
difference. Here are some ideas for how to start:
• Experiment with meat alternatives like tofu and seitan
• Find dishes you already enjoy that are vegetarian like pasta or salad
• Eat dishes you already enjoy but replace the meat (e.g. bean burrito instead of chicken)
• Try and follow a simple rule like Meatless Monday, Vegan Before Six, or Weekday
Vegetarian
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APPENDIX D
STUDY 2 MEASURES

Meat Attachment
To eat meat is one of the good pleasures in life.
Meat is irreplaceable in my diet.
According to our position in the food chain, we have the right to eat meat.
I feel bad when I think of eating meat. (reversed)
I love meals with meat.
To eat meat is disrespectful towards life and the environment. (reversed)
To eat meat is an unquestionable right of every person.
I'm a big fan of meat.
If I couldn't eat meat I would feel weak.
If I was forced to stop eating meat I would feel sad.
Meat reminds me of diseases. (reversed)
By eating meat I'm reminded of the death and suffering of animals. (reversed)
Eating meat is a natural and undisputable practice.
I don't picture myself not eating meat regularly.
I would feel fine with a meatless diet. (reversed)
A good steak is without comparison.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Environmental, Health, and Animal Concern
The issue of climate change is important to me personally.
It is important for me to reduce my climate footprint and live sustainably.
It's my duty to protect the environment.
It's my responsibility to take care of my body.
It's important that I keep my body fit and healthy.
My personal health is important to me.
It's our responsibility to make sure the animals we care for are treated well.
It's important to me that animals are treated with respect and are kept happy.
Animal welfare is very important to me.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Message Agreement
Please indicate whether you disagree or agree with the author's viewpoint that we, as a society,
should eat less meat.
Please indicate the extent to which you generally disagree or agree with the author’s opinions in
the article you read.
How much do you agree with this article?
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Message Sharing
How willing would you be to approve this article for publication?
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Scale: 1 (Very Unwilling) to 7 (Very Willing)
How likely is it that you would share this article on social media or email/forward the article to
others?
How likely are you to have conversations about the details/viewpoints of this article with friends
or family?
Scale: 1 (Extremely Unlikely) to 7 (Extremely Likely)
Author Trust, Expertise, and Judgement
Please rate the author on each of the following. (Semantic differential; 1-7)
• Dishonest/Honest
• Insincere/Sincere
• Undependable/Dependable
• Unreliable/Reliable
• Untrustworthy/Trustworthy
How much do you feel that the author is…
• Qualified
• Knowledgeable
• An expert on the subject
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
If I spoke with James about the contents of this article, I feel like he might judge me.
If I were eating with James, I feel he might judge me.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Meat Reduction Stage
Which of these statements best describes you?
1. I am satisfied with the level of my meat consumption at the moment and see no need to
change it.
2. I should reduce my level of meat consumption, but at the moment, I feel that this is
impossible for me.
3. I would like to reduce my meat consumption, but I am, at the moment, unsure about how
to replace it.
4. I know how I can reduce my meat consumption, but I have not put it into practice.
5. I have reduced my meat consumption in the last few months.
6. I do not eat meat and have not for several months.
Demographics
Which of the following do you identify as?
• Male
• Female
• Other: _____
Which of the following do you identify as?
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• White
• Black or African American
• American Indian or Alaska Native
• Asian
• Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
• Hispanic
• Other: _____
How old are you?
What is the highest level of education you have completed?
• Less than high school
• High school graduate
• Some college
• 2-year degree
• 4-year degree
• Professional degree
• Doctorate
What is your political ideology?
Scale: 1 (Liberal) to 7 (Conservative)
What is your political orientation?
Scale: 1 (Democrat) to 7 (Republican)
Beliefs About Other’s Reactions
Do you think this message would motivate other people you know to also share this message?
Scale: 1 (Greatly decrease motivation to 7 (Greatly increase motivation)
When thinking about people you know, do you think this specific message would increase or
decrease their concern and behavior around meat consumption?
Scale: 1 (Greatly Decrease) to 7 (Greatly Increase)
I am concerned that other might make assumptions about the type of person I am if I shared this
message.
I am concerned that others may try to start an argument/debate with me if I shared this article.
If I share this message, those in my social network/social circle will view me as being overly
political.
If I share this message, those in my social network/social circle will view me as exaggerating the
issue of climate change.
If I share this message, those in my social network/social circle will likely view me as well
informed about the issue.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
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APPENDIX E
STUDY 3 MANIPULATION MATERIALS
Reducetarian Condition NGO Bio
The Reducetarian Foundation
The Reducetarian Foundation aims to improve human health, protect the environment, and spare
farm animals from cruelty by reducing societal consumption of animal products. We envision a
world where people have significantly reduced their consumption red meat, poultry, and seafood.
In a few words: it's not all-or-nothing. We celebrate the small changes in personal and
institutional behavior that collectively result in a significant difference in the world.
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Reducetarian Condition Article
Why We Should Eat Less Meat
Many people worry that the overconsumption of animal agricultural products is destroying the
environment, causing poor treatment of animals, promoting major health risks, and contributing
to global crises such as world hunger. And yet, our culture has been obsessed with consuming
meat, eggs, and dairy. The good news is that within the developed world this trend is slowing;
more and more people are reducing the amount of meat they eat and are embracing plant-based
foods instead. Here are some reasons why you might want to join the millions of others who
have consciously reduced their consumption of meat and animal products:
Environmental Impacts
Animal agriculture is one of the leading causes of air and water pollution and is a large part of
our carbon footprint According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
the meat industry alone accounts for nearly 20% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Methane
has more than 20 times the global warming potential of carbon dioxide, and is released in
massive quantities from animal excrement. According to National Geographic, it takes nearly
2,000 gallons of water to produce a single pound of beef in comparison to fewer than 200 gallons
for a pound of potatoes or wheat. These large amounts of water are needed to hydrate farm
animals, to clean facilities, and to dispose of animal waste. This inefficient use of water is a
waste of the earth’s natural resources. Animal farms and processing facilities require a
substantial amount of land to operate, and due to the growing demand for expansion, the animal
agriculture industry is directly responsible for much of the Amazon Rainforest’s deforestation.
For example, clearing land in Brazil to grow chicken feed is responsible for the destruction of
about 3 million acres of rainforest. This deforestation causes species extinction and habitat
destruction at a growing rate every day. Animal agriculture is harmful to the earth’s natural
resources and has serious impacts on various ecosystems around the globe.
Animal Welfare
Globally, over 70 billion factory farmed animals are killed per year. Animal exploitation is
evident through the countless stresses and painful physical violations that farmed animals are
subjected to in today's brutal agricultural systems. For instance, chickens raised for meat become
so large from hormone treatments that they are unable to walk; yet they are crammed into
crowded, dimly lit sheds with poor sanitary conditions. Looking to our oceans and freshwater
rivers, fishery exploitation is now becoming more evident. Some scientists estimate that we
could see fishless oceans by the year 2050. 200 million pounds of dead fish and other marine
animals are discarded daily as bycatch. Farm-raised fish are subjected to even worse conditions
because of the suffering they endure. Small fish such as trout are packed into tight containments
where they have no room to move. Fisheries, both natural and manmade, are being exploited at
unprecedented levels.
Health Impacts
The science is clear - according to the American Heart Association, eating less meat improves
your health by decreasing your chance of heart disease, certain types of cancers, strokes,
diabetes, and many other chronic illnesses. Plant based diets are often criticized for being
“insufficient”. However, the truth is quite the opposite. Plant based foods are packed with all the
vitamins, nutrients, and protein your body needs! For example, a cup of lentils has 18 grams of
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protein, while a cup of black beans has a whopping 42 grams! Plant-based diets provide a
healthy dose of fiber and are low in cholesterol. This promotes better digestion and helps to
regulate blood sugar levels. Additionally, animals are often affected by bacteria and disease due
to the awful living conditions they endure. 80% of all antibiotics sold in the United States are
used in livestock and poultry production. This steady stream of drugs contributes to the
development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria and other diseases that can even be transferred to
those who consume meat.
The Case for Reducing Our Meat Consumption
Clearly there is plenty of evidence on why consuming a large amount of meat, eggs and dairy is
bad for you and the planet. Animal products have been a staple for the American diet for
decades, but they don’t have to be. We have great access to meat replacements and resources for
eating less meat. You can make a significant difference in the world by making simple changes
to what you eat! Just by replacing meat in your diet a few times a week you can make a huge
difference. Here are some ideas for how to start:
• Experiment with meat alternatives like tofu and seitan
• Find dishes you already enjoy that are vegetarian like pasta or salad
• Eat dishes you already enjoy but replace the meat (e.g. bean burrito instead of chicken)
• Try and follow a simple rule like Meatless Monday, Vegan Before Six, or Weekday
Vegetarian
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Vegetarian Condition NGO Bio

The Vegetarian Society

The Vegetarian Society aims to improve human health, protect the environment, and spare farm
animals from cruelty by eliminating societal consumption of animal products. We envision a
world where people do not eat red meat, poultry, and seafood. In a few words: we need to stop
our consumption. We celebrate the changes in personal and institutional behavior that
collectively result in a significant difference in the world.
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Vegetarian Condition Article
Why We Should Stop Eating Meat
Many people worry that the overconsumption of animal agricultural products is destroying the
environment, causing poor treatment of animals, promoting major health risks, and contributing
to global crises such as world hunger. And yet, our culture has been obsessed with consuming
meat, eggs, and dairy. The good news is that within the developed world this trend is slowing;
more and more people are giving up on eating meat and are embracing plant-based foods instead.
Here are some reasons why you might want to join the millions of others who have consciously
given up meat and animal products:
Environmental Impacts
Animal agriculture is one of the leading causes of air and water pollution and is a large part of
our carbon footprint According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
the meat industry alone accounts for nearly 20% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Methane
has more than 20 times the global warming potential of carbon dioxide, and is released in
massive quantities from animal excrement. According to National Geographic, it takes nearly
2,000 gallons of water to produce a single pound of beef in comparison to fewer than 200 gallons
for a pound of potatoes or wheat. These large amounts of water are needed to hydrate farm
animals, to clean facilities, and to dispose of animal waste. This inefficient use of water is a
waste of the earth’s natural resources. Animal farms and processing facilities require a
substantial amount of land to operate, and due to the growing demand for expansion, the animal
agriculture industry is directly responsible for much of the Amazon Rainforest’s deforestation.
For example, clearing land in Brazil to grow chicken feed is responsible for the destruction of
about 3 million acres of rainforest. This deforestation causes species extinction and habitat
destruction at a growing rate every day. Animal agriculture is harmful to the earth’s natural
resources and has serious impacts on various ecosystems around the globe.
Animal Welfare
Globally, over 70 billion factory farmed animals are killed per year. Animal exploitation is
evident through the countless stresses and painful physical violations that farmed animals are
subjected to in today's brutal agricultural systems. For instance, chickens raised for meat become
so large from hormone treatments that they are unable to walk; yet they are crammed into
crowded, dimly lit sheds with poor sanitary conditions. Looking to our oceans and freshwater
rivers, fishery exploitation is now becoming more evident. Some scientists estimate that we
could see fishless oceans by the year 2050. 200 million pounds of dead fish and other marine
animals are discarded daily as bycatch. Farm-raised fish are subjected to even worse conditions
because of the suffering they endure. Small fish such as trout are packed into tight containments
where they have no room to move. Fisheries, both natural and manmade, are being exploited at
unprecedented levels.
Health Impacts
The science is clear - according to the American Heart Association, eating less meat improves
your health by decreasing your chance of heart disease, certain types of cancers, strokes,
diabetes, and many other chronic illnesses. Plant based diets are often criticized for being
“insufficient”. However, the truth is quite the opposite. Plant based foods are packed with all the
vitamins, nutrients, and protein your body needs! For example, a cup of lentils has 18 grams of
protein, while a cup of black beans has a whopping 42 grams! Plant-based diets provide a
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healthy dose of fiber and are low in cholesterol. This promotes better digestion and helps to
regulate blood sugar levels. Additionally, animals are often affected by bacteria and disease due
to the awful living conditions they endure. 80% of all antibiotics sold in the United States are
used in livestock and poultry production. This steady stream of drugs contributes to the
development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria and other diseases that can even be transferred to
those who consume meat.
The Case for Giving Up Our Meat Consumption
Clearly there is plenty of evidence on why consuming a large amount of meat, eggs and dairy is
bad for you and the planet. Animal products have been a staple for the American diet for
decades, but they don’t have to be. We have great access to meat replacements and resources for
giving up meat. You can make a significant difference in the world by making simple changes to
what you eat! Just by giving up meat you can make a huge difference. Here are some ideas for
how to start:
• Experiment with meat alternatives like tofu and seitan
• Find dishes you already enjoy that are vegetarian like pasta or salad
Eat dishes you already enjoy but replace the meat (e.g. bean burrito instead of chicken)
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Mixed Condition NGO Bio

The Vegetarian Society

The Vegetarian Society aims to improve human health, protect the environment, and spare farm
animals from cruelty by eliminating societal consumption of animal products. We envision a
world where people do not eat red meat, poultry, and seafood. In a few words: we need to stop
our consumption. We celebrate the changes in personal and institutional behavior that
collectively result in a significant difference in the world.
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Mixed Condition Article

Why We Should Eat Less Meat
Many people worry that the overconsumption of animal agricultural products is destroying the
environment, causing poor treatment of animals, promoting major health risks, and contributing
to global crises such as world hunger. And yet, our culture has been obsessed with consuming
meat, eggs, and dairy. The good news is that within the developed world this trend is slowing;
more and more people are reducing the amount of meat they eat and are embracing plant-based
foods instead. Here are some reasons why you might want to join the millions of others who
have consciously reduced their consumption of meat and animal products:
Environmental Impacts
Animal agriculture is one of the leading causes of air and water pollution and is a large part of
our carbon footprint According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
the meat industry alone accounts for nearly 20% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Methane
has more than 20 times the global warming potential of carbon dioxide, and is released in
massive quantities from animal excrement. According to National Geographic, it takes nearly
2,000 gallons of water to produce a single pound of beef in comparison to fewer than 200 gallons
for a pound of potatoes or wheat. These large amounts of water are needed to hydrate farm
animals, to clean facilities, and to dispose of animal waste. This inefficient use of water is a
waste of the earth’s natural resources. Animal farms and processing facilities require a
substantial amount of land to operate, and due to the growing demand for expansion, the animal
agriculture industry is directly responsible for much of the Amazon Rainforest’s deforestation.
For example, clearing land in Brazil to grow chicken feed is responsible for the destruction of
about 3 million acres of rainforest. This deforestation causes species extinction and habitat
destruction at a growing rate every day. Animal agriculture is harmful to the earth’s natural
resources and has serious impacts on various ecosystems around the globe.
Animal Welfare
Globally, over 70 billion factory farmed animals are killed per year. Animal exploitation is
evident through the countless stresses and painful physical violations that farmed animals are
subjected to in today's brutal agricultural systems. For instance, chickens raised for meat become
so large from hormone treatments that they are unable to walk; yet they are crammed into
crowded, dimly lit sheds with poor sanitary conditions. Looking to our oceans and freshwater
rivers, fishery exploitation is now becoming more evident. Some scientists estimate that we
could see fishless oceans by the year 2050. 200 million pounds of dead fish and other marine
animals are discarded daily as bycatch. Farm-raised fish are subjected to even worse conditions
because of the suffering they endure. Small fish such as trout are packed into tight containments
where they have no room to move. Fisheries, both natural and manmade, are being exploited at
unprecedented levels.
Health Impacts
The science is clear - according to the American Heart Association, eating less meat improves
your health by decreasing your chance of heart disease, certain types of cancers, strokes,
diabetes, and many other chronic illnesses. Plant based diets are often criticized for being
“insufficient”. However, the truth is quite the opposite. Plant based foods are packed with all the
vitamins, nutrients, and protein your body needs! For example, a cup of lentils has 18 grams of
protein, while a cup of black beans has a whopping 42 grams! Plant-based diets provide a
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healthy dose of fiber and are low in cholesterol. This promotes better digestion and helps to
regulate blood sugar levels. Additionally, animals are often affected by bacteria and disease due
to the awful living conditions they endure. 80% of all antibiotics sold in the United States are
used in livestock and poultry production. This steady stream of drugs contributes to the
development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria and other diseases that can even be transferred to
those who consume meat.
The Case for Reducing Our Meat Consumption
Clearly there is plenty of evidence on why consuming a large amount of meat, eggs and dairy is
bad for you and the planet. Animal products have been a staple for the American diet for
decades, but they don’t have to be. We have great access to meat replacements and resources for
eating less meat. You can make a significant difference in the world by making simple changes
to what you eat! Just by replacing meat in your diet a few times a week you can make a huge
difference. Here are some ideas for how to start:
• Experiment with meat alternatives like tofu and seitan
• Find dishes you already enjoy that are vegetarian like pasta or salad
• Eat dishes you already enjoy but replace the meat (e.g. bean burrito instead of chicken)
• Try and follow a simple rule like Meatless Monday, Vegan Before Six, or Weekday
Vegetarian
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APPENDIX F
STUDY 3 MEASURES

Meat Attachment
To eat meat is one of the good pleasures in life.
Meat is irreplaceable in my diet.
According to our position in the food chain, we have the right to eat meat.
I feel bad when I think of eating meat. (reversed)
I love meals with meat.
To eat meat is disrespectful towards life and the environment. (reversed)
To eat meat is an unquestionable right of every person.
I'm a big fan of meat.
If I couldn't eat meat I would feel weak.
If I was forced to stop eating meat I would feel sad.
Meat reminds me of diseases. (reversed)
By eating meat I'm reminded of the death and suffering of animals. (reversed)
Eating meat is a natural and undisputable practice.
I don't picture myself not eating meat regularly.
I would feel fine with a meatless diet. (reversed)
A good steak is without comparison.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Environmental, Health, and Animal Concern
The issue of climate change is important to me personally.
It is important for me to reduce my climate footprint and live sustainably.
It's my duty to protect the environment.
It's my responsibility to take care of my body.
It's important that I keep my body fit and healthy.
My personal health is important to me.
It's our responsibility to make sure the animals we care for are treated well.
It's important to me that animals are treated with respect and are kept happy.
Animal welfare is very important to me.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Message Agreement
Please indicate whether you disagree or agree with the author's viewpoint that we, as a society,
should eat less meat.
Please indicate the extent to which you generally disagree or agree with the author’s opinions in
the article you read.
How much do you agree with this article?
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Message Sharing
How willing would you be to approve this article for the information campaign?
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Scale: 1 (Very Unwilling) to 7 (Very Willing)
How likely is it that you would share this article on social media or email/forward the article to
others?
How likely are you to have conversations about the details/viewpoints of this article with friends
or family?
Scale: 1 (Extremely Unlikely) to 7 (Extremely Likely)
Author Trust, Expertise
Please rate the NGO on each of the following. (Semantic differential; 1-7)
• Dishonest/Honest
• Insincere/Sincere
• Undependable/Dependable
• Unreliable/Reliable
• Untrustworthy/Trustworthy
How much do you feel that the NGO is…
• Qualified
• Knowledgeable
• An expert on the subject
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
Meat Reduction Stage
Which of these statements best describes you?
1. I am satisfied with the level of my meat consumption at the moment and see no need to
change it.
2. I should reduce my level of meat consumption, but at the moment, I feel that this is
impossible for me.
3. I would like to reduce my meat consumption, but I am, at the moment, unsure about how
to replace it.
4. I know how I can reduce my meat consumption, but I have not put it into practice.
5. I have reduced my meat consumption in the last few months.
6. I do not eat meat and have not for several months.
Demographics
Which of the following do you identify as?
• Male
• Female
• Other: _____
Which of the following do you identify as?
• White
• Black or African American
• American Indian or Alaska Native
• Asian
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• Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
• Hispanic
• Other: _____
How old are you?
What is the highest level of education you have completed?
• Less than high school
• High school graduate
• Some college
• 2-year degree
• 4-year degree
• Professional degree
• Doctorate
What is your political ideology?
Scale: 1 (Liberal) to 7 (Conservative)
What is your political orientation?
Scale: 1 (Democrat) to 7 (Republican)
Beliefs About Other’s Reactions
Do you think this message would motivate other people you know to also share this message?
Scale: 1 (Greatly decrease motivation to 7 (Greatly increase motivation)
When thinking about people you know, do you think this specific message would increase or
decrease their concern and behavior around meat consumption?
Scale: 1 (Greatly Decrease) to 7 (Greatly Increase)
I am concerned that other might make assumptions about the type of person I am if I shared this
message.
I am concerned that others may try to start an argument/debate with me if I shared this article.
If I share this message, those in my social network/social circle will view me as being overly
political.
If I share this message, those in my social network/social circle will view me as exaggerating the
issue of climate change.
If I share this message, those in my social network/social circle will likely view me as well
informed about the issue.
Scale: 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree)
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